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B_he community of scholars which makes up higher education
_sconsists primarily jof students who seek knowledge and teachers who
~impart knowledge, and it may he assumed that good teachers are an
 essential'ingredient for producing good students.
-+ SREB research has indicated that faculty evaluation programs of
‘Southern_:colleges! and universities, by and large, are conducted to
improve ‘the effectiveness of ‘their faculties. It has also shown, however,
. that. .many evaluation programs emphasize decision making about
- retention, tenuare, advancement and termination of staff, while largely
neglecting thefavidely espoused formative or developmental "objectives '
-aimed at improvement of faculty effectiveness.
- This publication reviews recent SREB studies which document these

~and related conclusions and looks tdward institutional and regional
-programs which can_be organized for contributing to the resolution of
the apparent contrast in objectives and outcomes of faculty evaluation.
/. In a word, the Board is concerned that faculty evaluation at colleges’ .-
.~ ° and universities be organized and operated for maximum enhancément

of the student learning environment which faculty can provide. How
_ this can be accomplished remains a major problem in the path toward

quality education.. S

This report presents the initial conclusions.of a Task Force on

Faculty Evaluation and Institutional Reward Structures convened as

part of SREB’s Undergraduate Education Reform project and a

summary of SREB’s latest research efforts in this area. It is published

with joint support from the Carnegie Corporation and the Fund for the

Improveraent of Postsecondary Education, in connection with a

two-year SREB effort for ‘“improving programs, personnel and

instruction through systematic faculty evaluation” in the region,

beginning in 1977.
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valuating faculty performance for purposes of promotion, >
~ tenure and salary increases is of singular importance today because of ’
leveling and declining student enroliments, lack of faculty mobility and
increasing financial pressures on institutions. It is vital that evaluation
procedures be suitable for helping faculty improve their perforirance
and that the relationship between faculty evaluation and development,
institutional goals and the institutional reward structure be recognized.

As partbf the SREB Undergraduate Education Reform Project,
which is supported by a grant from the Carnegie Corporation, a Task
Force was formed tozconsider ways for institutions ‘to improve their
evaluation of faculty in order to assist faculty enhaace the quality of
their work. These seyen persons, who have agreed to work together over
. a three-year period, represent public and private higher education and
several types of mstitutions. .

As a starting point, this group spent its first y car assisting the SREB
staff analyze procedures used by institutions to judge faculty
effectiveness, drawing conclusions about those procedures aad arriving
at a set of recommendations addressed to mstitutions willing io
consider changing their evaluation systems.

What follows is a summary of the deliberations of the SREB Task
Force on Faculty FEvaluation and Institutional Reward Structures !
during 1976-77.

[ X4

>
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Rationale for Fvaluation

The desire Lo achieve eauity 'n making administrative decisions about
faculty has been a major stimulus for increased faculty assessment
activities in U.S. colleges and universities in the 1970’s. An examination
of the assessment instruments and procedures, sometires quite
elaborate, which are used by some institutions indicates profress
toward at:taining this goal. i . .
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Equal progress toward assessing individuz‘ﬁ faoulty contributions in

_improving the quality of student intellectual and moral growth has not

been achieved, however. Yet improvement in the quality of the college
experience, and hence improvement in the quality cf life generally, may
be the chief challeng'e and opportunity facing the Americaninstitution
of hlgher learning in the remainder of this century. Institutions must
tind a relfable way to assess faculty contributions to student grov:th jin
knowledge, basic skills, depth of understanding, discriminating ability,
motivation, expanding interests and breadth of awareness if the
undergraduate years are to be truly adventures of the mind for most
students. Such student growth is facilitated by the continuing corncern
and growing ability of the faculty to stimulate and assist in this
expanded _intellectual development. Current faculty assessment efforts
do not seem to be designed, or used, to provide an effective means of
faculty self-assessment and/or self-improvement in trying to meet this

enormous challenge, yet faculty competence seems to have a significant

impact oh student achievement.

Efforts to assess faculty achievements in research and in
contributions to institutional and commumty improvement seem more
nearly adequate, although institutional. approaches to evaluatiing-the
quality and significance of research may not be completely satisfaciory.
It is clear that the quality of life has been and will continue to be
positivel, affected by the contributions to applied research which
universitics have made. Two of the big ¢thallenges to future university
research are ways to protect and improve the environment and
acceptable ways to meet the energy'needs of a sophisticated
techn.logical society. Therefore, unive;rsitles must continue to promote
and to assess continual improvement in research and the d\ssemvnatlm
of its results. .

The e\panslon of community colleges ‘has greatly enlarged the scope
of public service contribuprons which institutions of higher education
are able to make, however, assessmentiand development of faculty
efforts may need further refinement to pérmlt meaningful evaluation of
this aspect of institutional responsibility.

In summary, the mam purposes of a faculty <valualion program are
to make possible equitable administrative decisions affecting faculty
status, to assurc growth in the ability of.the faculty to contribute to the
mtellectual aesthetic and moral achievement of students (and hence to
improvement in the quality of life), to promote expansion of the scope
and quality of basic and applied faculty rese=rch, and to keep alive a
sensivivity to the nceds of the local, state, and national commu.u\lt\y A
good faculty evaluation and development program, in other words\can
help a tollege or a university to remain dynamic and useful to the
society-of which it is a part.

- <y _
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. Conclusions about Evaluation

v

Based on a review of the information collected and analyzed by
SREB, a5 well as their own collective experiences in the area of
evaluation, the Task Fm}e members reached a number of conclusions - ) ‘

“about the current-state of faculty evaluation in the Southern®region. )

In developihg and operating any system of evaluation. astute and )
sensitive leadershap is an essential ingredient. The appropriate leadership :
can come from administrative ranks or from facully ranks, but it is
most .desirable that it develop in Doth areas. In addition to efihancing - . B
the quality of leadership, involving general faculty ecarly in the
development of a program and often in its operation makes a system
. for evaluating faculty stronger and moré acceptable participa: is. :

For any program’ to be successful, the purposes for which it is .
estabhshed and operated must be clearly and publicly stated. This
prmciple especially applies to faculty evaluation programs. Institutions
enter into-evaluation programs for a variety of purposes, although they
usually seem to be intiated in response to some speuflc need that has
arisen. All too often the impetus for the, system is not clearly
recognized or articulated. and frequently the real reasons for omlu(mon
are hidder wyder other publicly announced purposes. Seldom do
mstitutions wlentify broader and long-range purposes for estabslishing an
evaluation (’)ro\ululo Programs now m eperation serve varied and
sometimes multiple purposes which mclude. making ‘decisions al Hut
salary, promotion and_tenure of faculty . instructional developntent and
improvement: and msfitut.onal development., presumably through the
“collective improvement of the faculy. - .

In relation to stated objectives for evaluation and desiable goals for
such programfis, several general deficiencies bave been dbserved by the
Task Force, Two areas of faculty work which are generally regarded as
important to the institution are gven low status and little om;}husls n
most faculty evaluation programs academic advisig and publid service,
Likewise, no evaluation profram examined mdicates the existence of Lt ’
specific approaches for judging the administrative and stitutional
service, activities whie) make up a large portion of the j(l;\) of many
faculty members, .And most striking, 1t also has been noted that faculty
evaluation programs gencrally u.e techmgues with no demonstrated ‘
vahdity for measuring progress and success m the area of student
learning, even though the area:of instr ULUOII is reported {0 be of nghest .
priority for evaluation.

Onc of the greatest problems mestablishing, operating. and especially

describing for others. a program of cvaluation relates v langyage. The .
- D -~
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most commonly used terms raising semantic problems are: a) compre-
Jhensive, b) equnab)e, ¢) systematic evaluation—subjective and.objective,
d) summative and formative evaluation, e) assessment, f) measur~ment,
and ) faculty development. These terms are frequently found to be
included in functioning programs and too ofter seem tohave special
definitions T particular settings. . ) o
An evaluation system must be designed to suit the particular
Mnstitution in which it will function.. In other words, it should be,
tailor-made for the institution by those who will be involved in it. One
institution’ canpot adopt a system from another institation, although
some -successfls components might be appropriately ‘adapted- if they |
relate to the purpypses and desired outcomes of an_institutional
program, One of thé chief reasons a system cannot be transferred from

. one institution to another, aside from the fact that it may not be

feasible to do sa,.is that no system:remains static gnce designed and
approved, but continues to evolve to suit changing needs and times.
This is a desirable condition and should be both expected and
encouraged. . N\
‘One of the reasons for greater attention to the ways in which fgculty

. are evaluated is the desirabiiity for more open approaches that are -
clearly fair to all involved. Programs vary greatly in the extent to which
procedures, criteria, and staridards are imade explicit for all of the
various areas being judged. For some- areas there is -a great deal of
information abcut how data are to be collected, about what is to be

..considered, and who will be involved in judging. For cther areas in the
same system, frequently little or no information is provided, indicating

" the,.need for equal explicitness "acrgss all areas to he evaluated.
However, jn examining the need for spelling out what is to be judged
and by who, mstitutions should be anaie that there is & tendency to

. place great emphasis on e.\fa\mining qu. ‘ity items when there should be
equal emphasis on examining indicators ot quality. .

In reviewmng currently operating evaluation programs, it is clear thal

the. most organizegd place a greater emphasis on procedurds than on
other elcments of the system. This is not surprising since proceduru
steps obviously are easier to develop than are clearly delineated and
stated purposes, critéria and standards. It is also true that if
overemphasized, procedures can become so complex thidt they may
subordinate reasons for the systent’s existence and overshadow other
elements of the pcogram.- )

Not all aspects cf an cvaluation system can consisi of totally

objective measurem: at; any dspects legitimately rely on subjective

views and professional judgments, idedlly based on specific criteria.

Systems with components that seem tg be working well use a multiple

set of sources for gathering data to be so judged.

The Task Force sees little evidence that institiitions have been able to .

specify the overall value of having an evaluation program, even though

there seem to be values whicn can be identified. In spite of the beief of

many nstitutions that faculty evaluation programs will stimulate
9
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improvement, there 1 hittle or no mdication that the data are so used.
Likewise, no information has been found to mdicate that a sys~tem of
evaluation, by stimulating faculty mmprovement, will hae a positive
effect on student grow th- an implied assumption of many rograms.
oo In the absence of research and study to mdicate specific and
verifiable outcomes, there s the possibility, however, that ihe
institutional ambiance, or chmate which may  emerge  from 1
“systematic, comprehensive, equitable™ evatuation program. u.d even
from inforinal understandings about its purpores, can lead mdividual
faculty to seek opgortunities for exhancimg ther grow th, competence,
and general well-being. )

- It is clear that in recent years mstitutions of hgher educauon have
enlarged their efforts toward effective  faculty evaluation and
develonment, but this area of educational endeavor remams a frontier
inviting more effective exploration and experimenttion, ospecially m
the area of judging improved teaching and learning.

iy
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g Recommendations
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The ,SREB Task Force on facuhy evaluaton, after review of the
©  current state of the art of mstitutional evaluation of faculty. offers
several recommendatifns for mstituiions ready to begin or revise a
. -system for evaluating faculty.

,}‘ -
"The Task Force recommends that: ‘
) &

>

The purposes of a faculty evaluation program be comprehensive,
s

¥

learly :mgu-ul:m-'d and pubhely stated.

Faculty members and’ admnmstrators be 1mvolved 1n determining
comprehensive purposes and be commutted to using the results of .

evaluation for meecting’ all purposes. mcluding those that relate to

Ifaculty growth and mstructional improvement. ]

‘ , o .
. .
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Procedures fobe employed in" the program’s operation be suitable

" -tg-achieve the stated purposes. S

g )
¢ ~ .

Faculty members be involved in developing the program and )

. . ’

.. continually in its operation and in ways that will stimulate and enhance -

=) strong and astute faculty leadership. CooTTT o — -
3 . -~ :

- \

The evaluatlon of faculty be part of a larger system which also focus\g

.on admmlstrators chairpersons, and other staff, and be designed to \ .

reflect local c1rcumstances, both msxde the mstltutlon and in its

VL, \

supporting environment. - : ~ e S

. The system be designed to indude a feedback mechanism for regular
review through which the system can evolve and improve with
exp&ience. : NS

& . -

—_— - - —- L USRS VIR SN Ul AV e e oo - - — T

Appropriate flexibility be. bwlt into the evaluation system, with
prbvisions for differentiated criteria tu serve varying professional roles
N of faculty and for differentiated criteria to be/]ysed in judging varying ’
[ "approaches to instruction.

o : >3
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Activity areas such as advising, public and institutional service,
. personal attributes, administrative i—nvolvement and others which are
frequently considered in evaluation, be explicitly identified if they are
to be included as part of the system.

!

<

. A system for evaluation includa provisions for collecting data from—— - — -

many sources and recommendations from multiple participants, since

decisions made even in the most carefully conceived systems of

b ———

evaluation will still largely depend upon a collection of subjective 4 s
* judgments,
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Evaluation systems place emphasis on improving ways of assessing
> student learning and growth as a means of determining instructional
effectiveness, ‘
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Evaluation programs be designed and data collected which can be u§ed

EER IR

. .__»to fl‘n'ther" faculty growth.
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-~ Section 1 I

% . T . i

— Current-Facult

= Current-kaculty

- Evaluation Practices -
= i W
7 in the South
:"“‘ A” l_colleges and_universities evaluate their faculties. They all

o0 * hire, .promote, termmate and, from time .to time, provide rewards: - —

therefore, they all necessarily make evaluative judgments. At some
institutions, evaluation procedures are formally established, regularized - E
and clearly communicated™i¢ all concerned. At other institutions, -
practices are so informal they are almost indiscernible, even within the
institutions themselves. )
There are increasing institutional concerns about ways to effectively
judge faculty performance, and there is a need for more information
and for assistance on this subject. For these reasons. the Southern
‘s ~  Regional Education Board (SREB), over the past several years, has
_ studied faculty evaluation practiwes in. institutions in the 11 states it
. serves, The study has had two major components: a survey
] questionnaire directed to all 843 postsecondary institutions in the .
4 region in 1975, and a number of in-depth case studies of individual :
< faculty evaluation programs during 1976-77. : -
2ot From the survey 536 mstitutions submitted usable responses to the
¢ ~  questionnaires, representing an overall response rate of 63.6 percent.
. The response rate ranged from 80.5 percent of the doctoral level
institutions to 58.5 percent of the two-yedar institutions. The
questionnaires were completed by nstitutional administrators,
pnmarily academic vice presidents, dlthough presidents and provosts
. also completed a substantial number. C &
iustitutions were chosen for the in-depth case studies on the basis of
survey responses indicating operation of a systematic approach to
overall faculty evaluation. Case studies were develdped from detaled
interviews with persons at all levels of the evaluation process—
. presidents, deans, department chairpersons, faculty members. In
i addition to the wisits for formal case study, a rumber of more informal
visits to a variety of institutions were made to learn about faculty
evaluation practices. .
- These studies have shown thal in the Southern region many
institutions arc making serious efforts to develop sound and systematic
P evaluatipn practices to assure fair and appropriate personnel decisions
- and to provide assimance to faculty for development and improvement.

11
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Thé study shows that Southern institutions use a gxeat diversity of
approaches to faculty evaluation. It also shows unevenness in” *he
validity of practices used, in the effectiveness of some programs in
achieving their purposes, and in the consequences various evaluation
practices have on institutions using them.

The purpose of this section of the report is to provide an overview of
the” characteristics of faculty evaluation practices in the South by

summarizing the results of these studies and to discuss observable

consequences of current-practiees- S
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1. Detailed and systematic evaluation practices are most licely to exist
- in large, doctoral level institutions. )

Detaileyd and systematic procedures which specufy criteria and
standards, use multiple sources of evidence, require examination of
evidence through institution-wide procedures, and include avenues of
appeal are most likely to exist at doctoral level institutiong, The

master’s and bachelor’s level and two-year colleges generally tend to

have more informal faculty evaluation procedures. not systematu,allv
communicated within thé nstitutions, One reason may be thal modst
non-doctoral level institutions  have not felt the same legal
pressures—mstitutional or otherwise—which have caused the large

mmstitutions to move toward more formal programs. But pressures for,

due process and fair and systematic practives seem to be creasing at
all institutional levels. ’ .
On the whole, few non-doctoral level mstitutions seem to lhave
moved toward very formal systematic programs of evaluation. Many
colleges tend to use fairly informal procedures which are not very well

‘communicated, probably as a result of the traditions of collegiality

associated ‘with many ot these mstitutions. However, gne newer more
formal approach "to a conibimation of - fqu.dty—ev iluation  and
developmgnt 15 the “growth contract™ being developed primarily at
private liberal arts college~. with a few C\dm[)l(‘b at community colleges
and in at least one expe rlmvntdl college whieh is part of 2 major public
university.

Two-year colleges also have generally mamntained fairly informal
procedures, but a number are moving toward newer types of formal
systems. Several two-year colleges and one state-wide community
college system are considering a ““Management by Objectives’ approach
to evaluation and development, while another statewide community
college system 15 designming a competeney-based approach to faculty
evaluation.

; 16
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2. Faculty evaluation tends most often to be used as a basis for
personnel. decisions and for managentent purpoises rather than for
faculty development and improvement.

Both the survey and the case studies conducted by SREB confirm
today’s widely held belief that faculty evaluation has two primary
purposes: providing data with which to make decisions regarding -
tenure, promotion, und salary increases; and providing information on -
which faculty development and improvement can be based (called -
“swamative™and *“formatine © evaluation, respectively, in much of the - P .
current literature). A majonty (51 percent) of the total respondents to ) —
the sutvey questionnaire stated that the main purpose of faculty
evaluation is “to provide a_basis for general faculty development and
improvement.” Slightly less than a majonty (16 percent) reported the
primary purpose 1s “‘to provide each Toculty member with diagnostic
information concernmg s mstructional behavior and effectiveness.”
Only 36 percent said. their evaluation procedures-are nsed mostly “‘to_
provide information needed m making defisions on salary, promotion ‘ —
and tenure,” Indeed, 40 percent of the respondent, did not rank the

prp s t‘ s
)

]
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Table 1!
- - Percentage of Institutions Assighing First Rank to Respective
’ 5 Reasons for Evaluation by Institutional Level -

. “

sreentage of Institutions Assigning Firsy Rank?

: . e . e
ol All P
Reasons for Evaluation institutions Doctoral Master's B:lchelor’s: TwoYear

Information for mahing
personnel decistons 367 627 5077 e 18

A basis for general taculnsy
development and im
provement 34 BE 10 36 66

Provide ecach instructor
with diagnostic mtort™a
tion on teaching vitee

. Biveness 16 3 h o 03
CAssure eguity Of employ

ment practices 3 6 i ) 1

Research data 1 0 0 1 2

U U S T e U — - -

VIhis and the othet -~tedastiealtables o this pubbication tirst appedgred in Bovd and
Schietinge: (19769 TS

g 1
IColumns may total more than 100« because respondents were alfowed to assign a
g@ven rank 1o more than one chowee




summatwe purpose as being either first or second in jmportance. The
survey results are somewhat different, however, when viewed by
institutional type, as Table 1.shows.

Table 1 makes it clear that the administrators who completed the
questionnaires considered the summative function of the evaluation
most importapt in" the doctoral level institutions, the formative
function most important in the bachelor’s and two-year institutions,

institutions. A mere 18 per(‘ent of the two-year institutinrns consider
.« the'summative purpose most important.

T WG & majonty of all survey respondents stated that -promoting
faculty development and improvement is the primary veason for
evaluation, few exdmples of institutions that in fact.use the results of
evaluation for that purpose could be found in the cases studied or in
the informal mstntutlonal visits. Fewest examples were found iif the
bachelor’s level and ‘wo- yeal institutions, Wthh claim faculty

““practices; Of these two types of institutions, two-year insututions are
more likely to have programs that seyve these purposes than_ are
bachelor’s level institutions. Campus hculty development centers are
most likely to appear in the doctoral and master’s level mstltutnons
where admmlstr@ors state that the primary purpose of evaluation
programs is for making personnel decisions. It should be noted;
however, that faculty development centers at these institutions are not
part of evaluation programs, and they neither have access to data nor
opportunity to “make use of the data that evaluation genevates. It
should be noted also that, gvhilc a majority of administratars who
completed the survey questnonnmre stated that the primary purpose
was providing a basis for facult_\, developmeént and improvement, most
faculty interviewed in the case studies stated they thought the primary
purpose was providing data for personnel decisions. These results
. suggest a lack of tlarity in evaluation objectives,
-~ -lt seems cleaf that, while many may think the results of - faculty-
_evaluatlon programs should be used as a basis for faculty development
ad improvement, the results are used instead primarily for making
personnel decisions. Lijttle evidente could beé found that.current
evalliation practices do promote development and 1mprovement or that
they include specific proceduies likely to have that effect. It is possible
thereforé to conclude thdt if the primary purpose of current faculty
evaluatlon practices is to promote facully development and
1mprovement then that purpose is poorly communicated and seldom
achieved. While specific procedures for vromoting development and
improveseht rarely exist, procedures for using data for personnel
decisions are more common. Persons in some institutions believe that
these summative procedures also often have formative effects. It is
L thought by some, for example, that when faculty become aware that
) certain activities are bemg examined closely for purposes of personnel
decisions, they {ry to improve performance in these areas. Some
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and a more-or-less even split between the two in the_master’s_level
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/ administrators in doctoral level institutions state they have observed

T this:phénomenon, particulatly in publications,

~ Somreinstitutions gather data on faculty performance and simply
return it directly and colely to the individual faculty members. Little
evidence could be found, however, that this practice resulted in
~ development and improvement. Through the case studies it was found
that when this practice was followed, rarely did any discussion
coiicerning the evaluation results take place even among faculty, less

b ce :
=T with administrators—— ~——- —

L& . Sometimes there is difficulty .in distinguishing clearly between

¢5. . summative and formative evaluation. Persons active in faculty
- -development usé the two terms separately and usually think of them as ’
s ... Jedding o separate acitivities. “Formative € ion” is considered to —
be evaluation that_can be used to guide a set of activiti ecifically
designed to assist a faculty member with development and———"
smprovement. ‘“Summative evaluation™ is thought of as a process which

. > N

e

- - -can provide information for making personnel decisions uhrelated to

e
X
P
3

3.

o helping faculty members change or improve. Ini the institutions studied; -
_however, it was_clear that this use of these terms is not universal. -
S Administrators in a number of doctoral and master’s level institutions,

interpret-ithe jpersonnel decision making process ‘itself as resulting
__ideally in*gverall -faculty improvement. One such adiinistrator stated

[SANAP .

* # " the overall “objective of his university’s evaluation program this way:

. “...to improve, the professional competence and performance of the

— _—faculty -collectively _by_ improvement in the quality of individuals .
~— - - retained-.and dismissal of those judged to be below the institution’s

i standards.” For this administrator and others, summative and formative

.scevaluation are in reality one. A properly administered summative
.., - _Drocess is thought to improve the overall quality of the total faculty by
i~ - “identifying, rewarding and promoting the top performers, while
i, terminating low performers. This use of the terminology may explain  Z;
; why a high number of survey respondents,stated that their purpose was
P facultj--development and improvement. At any rate, the number of

D institutions with formal faculty development programs is much smaller
T thar (;Qe nufhber stating that general faculty development and .
improvement is the main purpose of their faculty evaluation activities.
I The .case studies revealed that faculty evaluation programs also are
© <. used by some institutions to serve a management function. At these
- institutions —each -department’s work ioad is divided among the
f department’s faculty at the beginning of each year, and then each
.+ .. - faculty member’s work distribution agreement identifies the evaluation

areas and the criteria for his or her évaluation. Adminftrators in these
; institutions state that thic practice allows them to ensure that ali the
= department’s responsibilities are covered, that the work load is divided
. equally and fairly, that faculty know clearly what their responsibilities
. are and precisely on what activities they will be judged. This practice
Z e also seems to provide a degree of individualization: of faculty
- evaluation.
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— —-administrators; with-little faculty involvenient.

Evaluation is by nature a threatening activity, so 1t should come as no
surprise that faculty rarely take the itiative in organizing faculty
evaluation programs. But what may be surprising is that, after programs
are jnitiated, faculty rarely play a substantial role in the functioning of
a-program,—-— . - L
. The survey results demonstrate LOHClllSlVEz) that the academic dean
and department chairman are the 1wo most important officials in any

" faculty development program, whether for formative or summative
purposes. Table 2 shows tne. ©* ummative decisions, the academic
__dean is the principal decision maker in master’s, bachelor’s and
two-year institutions, and department chairmen are the principal
-decision -makers in doctoral_level institutions. Table 2 shows also -that
faculty members individually, and faculty committees, are more likely
\to participate in the evaluation process in doctoral level institLtions
‘than elsewhere. However, only 13 percent of the doctoral level

3._Eaculty evaluation m'actlces s usually are initiated and carried out by -

. 4 - %
Table 2 N
Assignmeht of Principal Evaluation Responsibility for Decisions on = -
Salary, Promotion and Tenure, by Institutional Type, Percentages - T
e - Ca
e Percentages Reporting Respective

& Sources as Principal 3
2
NResponsxble Person(s) Doctoral~ Master’s Bachelotox : ‘;I‘.v\o.Year j
3 - =
- = ~ -

—Department Chalrman 36.7% 30.6% 24 1% 27.8%

Academlc Deanor

Vice President 30.4 - 32.0 -39.6- 357w -

Faculty Committee 13.3 8.1° 9.3 1.7
- President,or Provost 44 75 12.2 11.7
}f‘f; Colleagues 3.3 2.2 0.3 0.0 -
g.,; Peers (other )
; institutions) --2.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
¥ . Students 1.3 1.9 1.3 25 -
‘,
¥%  Others* 0.4 11 1.2 0.8
{* * No Response- 8.0 16.7 12.0 20,1
o — —
s-fs»;-w *Including alumni, joint student-Zaculty groups, s:el‘f. .
é\:‘% I
o & uat
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) m‘zlt:stxmgssgn faculty-committees a major role. | fos found in the
- --case --study. institutions that faculty are used it doctoral level
__institutions primarily to nrake judgments on the quality of research and -

publications, which can explain why faculty do not have major.roles LA
qutside the} doctoral level institutions. It also is of interest to note in .
. .Table 2 that stiidents are more likely to be assigned a major role in the :
two-year institutions than in others. Indeed, students are assigned a e
greater role in these institutions than are either individual faculty or "
‘fagulty-committeec. S . . ] :
_When -thé focus shifts from summative to formative evaluation T
_. (Table 8), similar results are’ shown although faculty committees play :
* an-even smaller role. The major difference between Table 3 and Table 2 . ~
is that students are assigned a greater role in formative than in o
suminative evaluation, In other words, student ratings of instructionare :
used more often for development and improvement than for personnel
decisions. This may also suggest that student ratings of instructior are
the only developmental activity taking place at some institutions. )
—— : . . R
S ' Table 3 - : >
it - ) T - -
{" Assignment of Principal Evaluation Responsibility for Faculty \
ﬁf::» Development, by Institutional Type: Percentages .
?""’w - ; : :
2"; Percentayges Reporting Respective -~ * e
¢ Sources as Principal T
2 . " Source of Principal . i
: . ’ Responsibility Dorctoral Master’s Bachelor's Two-Year
Department Chairman 35.5%  36.3% 26.0% 30.1% . ,.
E ~ T Academic Deanor . ] -
i Vice President 18.7 25.3 32.8 36.9
e ) Students 13.9 9.8 ‘129 12.5
‘, Faculty Commtteé 5.1 . 3.9 1.8 0.8
. Self 1.4 4.7 3.4 3.7
e President or Provost 4.0 i.9 2.7 0.6
L Colleagues 2.0 2.0 2.6 06 °
- Others* 3.1 13 197 1.4
p No Response . 13.3 148 16.0 13.4
Y ‘ *[ncluding alumny, joint student-faculty groups, pects from other institutions.
g" -
- ¥ ’ o 4
- 17 ; |
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.7 T'The overwhelming importance of the roles of academic deans and

department chaitmien raises two concerns: (1) Should the faculty itself
have a greater role in the evaluation process? and (2) Are the scademic
Jeansand department chairme.t prepared to carry out this important
responsibility? The case studies suggest that institutions which assign a

-<-—.. greater role to facufty in the evaluation process tend to have higher -

e faculty morale and greater faculty acceptance of evaluation and its
' results than institutions which do not include as much faculty
participation. A common complaint of top administrators interviewed

foww - - - - -fOr-the case-studies was that department ‘chairmen do not play their
R ‘ roles in the evaluation precess properly. A number of academic deans
B ancd department chairmen interviewed in the institutions studied
gi-- indicated the need for traiaing, especially in using evaluation for

U ETIE
X

A3

"developmental purposes. Some deans and chairmen seem to find

o Bt

:
|
/

: assisting individual faculty with development and improvement a
S - difficult and awkward rote for which they have little training, or
H perhaps understanding. While some institutions have developed special

the establishment of such offices in a large number of institutions.

5 b - .
5

. area at their institutions, but, in fact, procedures for evaluating
__ . instruction are generally poorly developed.

c e Respondents to the survey were asked to indicate the relative
importance of nine evaluation areas in making personnel decisions at
their institutions. Table 1 shows the results of this ranking process.
“Instructional activities” (defined as including classroom teaching,
laboratory supervision, thesis direction, and course preparation) were

.. rauked the most heavily weighted area for overall faculty. evaluation in
~all types of institutions. Respondents were permitted to assign a given

-, rank to more than one area if several areas were equally important, and

‘ some doctoral level institutions ranked instruction equal in importance
to research and publication. Each category of institutions, taken as a
group, ranked instruction above everything else, however."The survey

. results show concluavely that administrators consider instruction the
most important activity for evaluation in all of the responding
institutions. )

n s

But while administrators reported in the survey that instruction is
the most important area for faculty evaluation, it was found in the case
sturies “that procedures for evaluating instruction are not as well
developed as are procedures in other areas, particularly research and
~pubhication. It may be that administrators feel ipst.uctign should be the
most important area both for faculty activity and for faculty evaluation

but this attitude has not yet been translated into practice.

, ‘ 18

e

offices with staffs to serve-this role, budget restrictions have prevented

4. Administrators sa;' thet instruction is the most iniportant evaluation -
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‘ ) Table 4

for Advancemnent, by Type of Institution

sl

Rank Order of Evaluation Areas Considered in Evaluatjon

- Rank Order of Evaluation Areas

, . Al i
- -+*~ -Evaluation Institu=  Doc-  Mas- Bache:  Twor_ Bclow Above
Arca tions toral ter lor’s Year 5 000 - 000'
. . K - - -
v Instructional
- Activities 1 1 "t 1 1 T ¢
: \ LY A - .
R . Student Advising  _, -2 4 2 2 2 2 6 3
T - . _Administrmivc ©
o ~ Activities 3 5 "3 4 2 3 3
3, . " . e =
: » Personal
- S € Attributes 1 5 3 1 6
iy Research .4 2 4 5 5
g Publications 3 6 1 5
vy Activity in Profes- . e
N sional Societies 6 i 6 5 -7
e . Public Service - .8 8 9 7 .
¥~ | Had . A} «
3 : Civic Activities 8 9 9 8* 5 . 9 7*
:,d B < ~
3o - 5. Data or evidence on which judgments are made, particularly in
- — evaluaﬁmg instruction, are not gathered systemat,lcally or conswtently . >
- ) The survey results demonstrate that not only are administrators the
: main decision makers in current faculty evaluation practices, they alsq
¢ . afe the main sources of information for these evaluations. Table 5
shows sources of infocrmation for use in f'lculty evaluation. Tables 6 and -
7 provide the same mformation accord ng to the purpose of evaluation; .
. Table 6 is concerned 4vith summative -evaluation, Table 7 with
: forinative evaluation.
L Table 5 shows that +the three mdst frequently used sources of
A information are the academic vice president or dean, the department
: _chairman and students. Départment chairmen are the single most
“frequent source of information in doctoral and master’s level i
P institutions, an { the academic vice president.or dean is most often used
: in bachelor’s level and two- -year institutions: Tables 6 and 7 show the R
- dominance . of _the academic_ vice president and _the department
.~ + chairman, regardless of the purpose of evaluation. - ‘
I ¢ . ; '
f: s . ’ ¢ * - 4
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- Table 5

Sources of Information for Overall Use by-Control, Type. and Enrollment,

s Percentage Utilizing

Control Type of Institution * : “ Enroliment

) Doc- Mas- Bache. Two- Below 1,000 Above

Puplicc Private toral ter’s ior’s Year 1,000 5,000 5,000

88% . M1%- 84% 3%  96%  93% 02%  02%  84%
—_— 13 24 20 18«22 14 23 .~ 16 -13
45 43 ‘€5 50 48 32 38 42 61
““Dmehaxm..n— 94 .84 | 93 92 92 &7 78 95 100
Faiffty Committee 37 43 |, 69 58 a1 17 | 38 ~ 34 _ 53

- [gint Committee - ‘

e “{faculty/student) 11 9 1> 7 10 9 8 10 15
“Peers.(other institutions) 9 3% 7 i ' 5 7 23
{ Prasident o Provost 13 53 30 48 5T 4 51 46 * 43
¢-§elf-Evaluation 63 46 6 53 52 6 b2 55 65
f »Studems 88 88 s 87 87 91 | 88 o 82

P

EE ,\“

T P

@
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It seems signuficant to note as shown in [dhl("; G and 7 that students
are used more often as sources of mformation for formative than for
summative purposes. Fewer than half of the responding institufions
report that they use mformation from students for making personnel,
decisions, but 88 perient of the respondents repdrt using students as
sources of information for overall use although we do not know
precisely how their opimons are used or to what extent they are valued.
An analysis of the case studies showed that few mstitations include
students -as sources in a way that results in reliable, consistent, or
comparable data. Many mstuitutions employ forms for student
evaluation of mstrretion, but not systematicatly. In a surprising number
of cases, students seem to be used in a casual and sometimes even
gomp) way as sources of nformation. .\ large r.umber of department
or division chawnm® scem to rely heavily on informal student
comments or complaints as vahid sources of nformation about teaching
quality. ‘

Many chairmen and deans also tend to rely heavily on informal
comments from faculty colleagues. The case study results indicate that
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Source cf Information - Doctoral Master's Bacheior’s Two-Year !
. Aca lemic b.ean or V.P, 81% 79% 90% .75%
. 0 * Alumni 0 a 8 2.
- ) Colleagues © 54 40 32 13
-/ Departmént Chairman 86 86 ~:. 88 73 .
- ‘ ] -
‘ Faculty Committee - 61 50 ~ 35 12 ’
EES Joint Committee - -
/ (faculty/student) 11 2 3 4
A Peers (other ’
b 1 - institutions) 32 4 1 .2
-, . President or Provost « 38 46 56 36
. Self-Evaluation 32 38 32 32
. Students o 47 51 46 41
Table 7 _
_ ¢ Use of Sources of Information for Faculty Development by
N . Institutional Level, Percentage Utilizing .
L » . = -
¢ ) Percentage Use ',y Level
Source of Information Doetoral Master's Baehelor’s Two-Year
' Academic Dean or V.P. 59% 5% 88%. 86% _
Alumni . . 15 12 16 12
Colleagues 43 39 35 27 &
Departinent Chairman 82 85 84 ) 82
T Faculty Committee 41 34 J 24 10 -
. Joint Committee ‘
L. (faculty/student) 11 7 7 7 ’
W Peers (otlifr ’
institutions) 14 - 2 5 2
- President or Provost 27 36 45 32
o
¢ Self-Evaluation | 39 47 45 61
Students 72 15° 79 84 .
21
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chairmen and deans who do rely on these informal comments are for
the most part frustrated over ihe inadeguacy of these sources, although
a few thought they were quite adequate and accurate. 'I‘hose who
expressed frustration felt that any sysiematic information gathering
about instruction would be resisted by their faculties,
Nevertheless, some institutions Jdo gather systematic and reliable
. information about instructional effectiveness. Some use student L
evaluation forms, student c8inmittees to evaiaate instruction, formal -

P . colleague clasaoom wvisitation and reporting, or formal examination of .
e “teaching, materials. In -addition, “there are departments which have .
N . appointed iiiterdepartmental commitiees to make formal evaluations of . .
o, instruction for the department chairman to wuse in making .
e recommendations. :
0« One effective and unusual use of studehts as a source of information .

was found at a doctoral level institution and in g professional school. T
Student cominittees appointed at the dep:vtmental level conduct a
thorough investigation of teaching effectiveness and write a detailed
repory, of their findings. In the doctoral level institution the committee

Wt~
» o

Soe : :

i ,;k consists of both graduate and undergraduate students. That committee ,
M . * . BN . g -

-t conducts £r§md€)m' ‘nterviews with students and other instructors;
N Van examines teaching materials, including examinations, and interviews the

. instructor. Several department chairmen called ‘these reports the best
: . _sourges of information ever received. - -

The general absence of rellable or systematic evidence is a crucial
factor in the deliberations ‘of the department or division chairman or
Jhe dean because it is at these levels that the evidena®is ‘lrbt cousidered

.. and the quality of performance mitially designated. The chairman or
) Jean net only initiates the  evaluation process but, also makes the
. original qualitative judgment "In the evaluation steps that follow, the
evaluators see primarily what the chairman nas said, rather than the raw :
‘ . data, if *here were any . When tliere is no sy stematic mfor'ndtlon for the
chairman to use, he s left to his own devices. .Thus, many evaluation
systems that appear 1o be objective actually beg,m with a judgment
Cf Lased on: little , evidence. As that vaiue judgment goes up the
" institutional ladder, 1t is treated mereasmgly: as if it were an ol)jecuve
" . assessment, and at the end of the process the determinations made by
' the, chairman ' often are used as if t‘hcm were entirely relichble und
. accurate data,
5 ’ - The case studies demonstrated that, with regard to evaluating
fos . instruction, department and division dmlrmen often tend to give the N
. benefit of the doubt to the instructor and give him or her an adequatdé
rating unless some overwhelmig evidence to the ‘contrary Has come to
their attention. In short, in many evaluation systems, instruction is ’
presumed to “be satisfactory unless shown otherwise. As several -
) administrators poinied ottt in the mterviews, th¢ .»<vlt is .aat most
. X 7 fteaghmg evaluation does 1dentify the very unsatisfac tory performers,
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but does not indicate which instructors l)ulong In various categories
4 ¢  above the merely satisfactuty. -
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- The gathering of information on performance in the research and
_publication area seems to be much more thorough and reliable than in
other evaluation areas. Of ‘course publications can easily be counted.
but there also are effective ways of judging quality’ it the research and
publication area which make use 1 = of~colleagues in the same
institution and of peers at olber instit. aons. Also, varigus journals are
judged’ by cheir different feputations for quality, and’ other sources,

.such as citation indexes, are used widely in doctoral le}'el institutions.

For areas othar than those of instruction, research and publication,
the gathering of data“or evidence on which to judge performance levels
is less thorough and not as sophisticated. In fact Tew mstitiitions gather
any data at all on performance in areds such as student advising,
ddministrative activities, or personal attributes. There are examples of
institutions which use data-gathering forms in the areas of student

~advising and administrative activities but, for the' most part,
information on faculty .pegformance in these areas remains very :
informal. : .

.

.

N i .
€. Current faculty evaluation practices tend to concentrate on
individual components . 01- separate. procedures rather than on
cofmprehensive approaches. ! )

It was found in the case sjudies that almost all institutions use one or e
more individual componentls= of faculty evaluation. but that few have -
develped a total comprehg¢nsive program. Faculty evaluation remains

informal at many institutionh. Doctoral level institutions are'most likely

to have an elaborate procedjue for making decisions, hut many of them s

continue to be vague aboutiprecise criteria, standards, and evidence to -

be used. In non-doctoral lgvel institutions, where all zcademic affairs
are more likely to be dohminated by the administration, even the
procedure by which decisions are made 1s often unclear. ’
Perhaps the single faculty evaluation activitygnost widely used is the
gathering of evidence through student evaluatidn of struction forms,
The use of these forms has become very popular over the past several
years, with many institutions usmg forms of their own devising. (
smaller number use professionally designed instruments available
tluougﬁ various national org.uiizations orfinstitutions. It appears that in «
many mstitutions, however, httle or nothing 1 done with the data
collected from these forms, The survey results suggest thatsabout half
the mstitutions symply return the data to each individual instructor. It

B

- is unclear what this practice accomplishes, Other institutions use the

results heavily for personnel decision making on the grounds that this i
the on'y information available in the instructional arep. A few
.admin.trators suggested that they use the student forms primanly, to K
give the students a feeling of involvement and responsibility.
It appears that few mstitutions have tahen a comprehensive approach
sto developing a faculty evaluation program which begins with clearly  ~ -
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stated purposes and then provides a program likely to bring about
accomplishment of those purposes. Instead, current faculty evaluation
activities seem more likely to have been deblgmd in a piccemeat fashion
without a clear vision of either the purpose to be achieved or of the
.~ COMponents necessary for 1 comprehensive’ program, Finally, in a great
_many institutions faculty evaluation seems still to be_a vague, unclear
‘process, even to administrators most mtnndtely mvolved.ﬁ
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. ’ Th‘erkey issue in considering the consequences of faculty evaluation
» seems to be whether or not current practices achieve the purposes
deasred. A second issue concerns the effetts which cvaluatlon practices

have on thevinstitutions using them, ~

. Do preéént practices achieve their objectives ? : s

o The objectives of encouraging facilty development and improvement
N and of making fair and appropriate personnel decisions should satisfy
‘ almost all concerned. .\ glaring problem with present pmmices is that
’ often there 1s little evidence that they effectively stimulafe or_assist
X ) with faculty development and improvement. This statement assumes
. that the term faculty development and improvement refers to a set of
PR P ‘ practices or activities which provide positive assistance for change and
‘. . improvement of the faculty. While a small-number of institutions in the
region do have organized practices of this kind, few are directly
associated with the results of evaluation, It scems fair to conclude that
. . —f the chief purpose of evaluation 15 the promotion of development and
. improvement, then some hnk betweéen objectives and practices would
" be essential. .
' On the other hand, it 1y clear tl‘at some administrators use the term
. development and improvement to refer to the end results of a personnel,
decision making process that retains and rewards top performers and
- terminates the remainder. There 1s some evidence that this purpose is
achieved in a number of mstitutions- primarily doctoral and master’s
level- that have . systematic faculty evaluation program in operation.
However, as described m more detail below, some institutions achieve
- this result at considerable expense to institutional morale and perhaps
- to overall institutional effectiveness.
g The findings of the survey and the case studies indicate a fairly
: strong belief among adfminmistrators that sufficient data are being
generated upon which to make personnel decisions. The problem is,
however, that when one looks into the data, grave weaknesses are
. apparent. Casual comments by students and faculty members are relied
on very heavity—a practice that appears to contribute to a.general
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distrust of evaluation systems. Few institutions outside the doctoral
and master’s level gather evidence on faculty ;)erfomge in systematic
. ,.ways, causing one to question the validity of the ultimate~decisions.
Those institutions which have comprehensive evaluation progr ns\
. including systematic approaches to data gathering and judgment making
appear to arrive at fair and appropriate personnel decisions and achieve T~
general acceptance of the process by the institutional community .,
Components of sorie of these programs are described more fully in N .
~Section 2. ) N
) What are the effects of current practices? .
— The final question on the survey questionnaire asked the '
respondents: Please descrife brieflv what vou think have been the . -
ma];or (good-or bad) consequences of your faculty evaluation program,
e.g., changes in facully morale, in the instructional process. in the
quality ofgteaching. Only slightly more than half of the institutions
.responded.to this question ad sixty-three others stated that such
assessment of their programs would be premature. The 388 responding
* institutions listed 645 consequences, of which the “‘good’” out- ‘ o
numbered the “bad’ about four to one. Judgmg-by the small number
J of responses to this question and the vagueness of the responses B
themselVes, it is clear that one of the greatest unknowns about faculty
) , evaluation 1s the effect it has upon the mstitution as a whole or upon R
: the faculty. “Good™ effects which were reported by respondents, in ~
order of frequency, were improvement of teachmng andjor counsehng,
improvement of morale, improved faculty-administrative relations,
avoidance of inequitics, mvolvement of students. improvement of
taculty motivation, mmprovement of relations betweene faculty and R
students, and facihtation of admmistration. The most frequently
reported “bad’ effects were negative effect on morale, meffectiveness .
of the evaluation system, faculty olsjections, and misuse by faculty. The
difficulty with these findings 1s that we are not sure which typse
. evaluation programs have what effects. . ‘
. An attempt way made m the case studies to distinguish ' the
consequences of faculty evaluation activities as they ciffer between
wmstitutions  with informal approaches and institutions  with more -
- systematie, comprehensive  approaches. Institutions  winch  have
informal. seemmgly vague approaches to facuity evaluation tend to
have less faculty turnover than those mstitutions with systematic
approaches and facuity personnel decisions appear to be very difficult
to make and are usuaily put off until the last possible opportumty.
Satisfactory faculty performance seems to be assumed 1 these
institutions, with per onnel action being taken pnimarily when major
adverse cireumstances arise. The erntena and standards for promotion
are obscure, and many promotions seem to be automatic when a certain
amount of time has passed. Salary increases rarely are given for merit,
but rather on an across-the-board basis. The deciston making power n
these institutions tends to restexchwsnely with. the department —— - ——————
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Instltutltms with. mformal approaches usually encounter major
Agroblems when it becomes necessary to make a negative personnel
decision, espedially if the faculty member involved wishes to contest

the dec151on Often the institution has no criteria or standards by which.

to define acceptable and um(,ceptable performance. Evidence of a
faculty mertber’s performance is usually acquired throug,h informal
procedures or-from sources which the institution;often-is unwilling tc
reveal. in' addilion, these procedures do not result in eviderice which
permits formal comparisons because the approach has been so thformal
and possibly different for each faculty4nember. The institution is likely
to have difficulty demonstrating that it has used fair procedures or
allowed for due process, especially if. the department chairman and
dean®simply meet together and discuss each situation. The result often
seems to be that negative personnel decisions are so unpleasant and

ifficult in thege institutions that they either are postponed to the last
possible.moment or avoided altogether.

On the other_hdnd, there are those \v'ho find the congenial and,

collegial dtmosphere of evaluation at these institutions more effective
and more likely to generate_development and improvement. One
academic vice president of a master's level institution which recently
adopted a systematic approach to evaluation would like to return to an
informal, collegial approach. He states his views asfollows:

' I'd scrap the whole thing and go back to the days when
chairmen and deans talked in detail with faculty members
about performance, expectations, and processes for
lmprovmg performance; althoug,h our [current] process
would, I'm sure, pass muster in the eyes of today’s academic
world. Indeed, I would postulate that it would be described
as exemplary. Nevertheless, I would opt for old-fashioned,
less stratified, less ritualized processes. I believe results would

—+  be as good and trauma would be greatly lessened. .

_Vasited institutions with systematic approaches to f'lculty evqluatlon
reported both positive and negative consequences. The major positive
consequence reported was that better personnel decisions are being
made, with the result that marginal faculty members are being
terminated sooner, strong faculty members are rewarded for their
strengths, and all are stimulated toward improved performance.
\dmmlstr'ltors at’'several doctoral level mstitutions reported that they
ellevc the overell quality of their faculty has improved, dnd that
l‘rculty tenured before adoptlon of the present system perforrn better

jow than before. Concrete evidence for increased preductmty in the
area of research and publications is availablp in some of these
institutions. Evidence for improved nstruction usaally is not available,
th many administrators have the general “feeling” that instruction has
proved as well. Using the results of systematic evaluation to agsist

— individual-faculty 1mprove -ther—performancé or correct certain

istakes ts unusual, however. Most often, faculty simply receive their
evaluation results each year and are left on their own to take what
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actions they wish. Conversalions about performance usually must be
initiated by the faculty member.

Additional positive consequences reported by admmistrators m
institutions with systematic cvaluation programs are that the program
provides threm a data base not only on which personnel deistons can be
made, but” also on which they can be justified, if need be, to courts
andfor governmental agencies. Administrators®in large universities also
feel their programs provide additional information about the strengths
and weakriesses of indwvidual departments and programs whici they
otherwise might not receive. .

The major negative consequ...ce of systematic faculty eyaluation
programs revealed through the case studies was that of mcreased faculty
anxiety, lower faculty morale, and in several cases, complete faculty
rejection of the evaluation program. Realizing that «valuation is by
nature threatening, some institutions have taken steps to minimize the
anxiety level and thereby to increase acceptance, Tife most successful
such step appears to be to increase the role of the faculty mn operating
the evaluation program. In the programs with the lowest faculty
anxiety level, faculty have been mvolved in the design of the prograia,
in its formal adoption, at key levels m the process, and i the evaluation
of the program 1tself. More specific examples of the roles faculty play
in evaluation programs are given in Sectfon 2.

Another practice which seems to jower the faculty anxiety level s to
have the evaluation program as open as possible. One mstitution had a
major problem, for example, when 1t kept the membership of one of
the faculty review committees secret. Not all mstitutrons with
systematic approaches allow faculty access to all written mformation.
Institutions which do not allow access to all wrntten matenals provide
summaries of the materials, either m wntten or oral form. In no case
was it found that negative comments are kept from faculty, but in some
cases the name of the person making the comments 1s withheld.
Another mstitution which allows open aceess to all matenals has found
that the number of persons premoted and tenured has mcreased under
the current system, Several admmnsirators pointed out that a major
problem in mmplementmg a systematie evaluation program, which
requires whtten evaluations based on speafied crteria, standards, and
evidence. 15 getting department chairmen to do their jobs adequately.

It 1s clear that there are both positive and negative consequences to
both mformal and systematic approaches to taculty evaluation. Neither
approach » hkely to automatically have only positive ouwtcomes.-The
end result of a particular appioach appears 1o depend to afarge extent
on How the program 15 adopted in the beginmng and the extent of
faculty mvolvement and  responsibiity - tor  program  operations.
Section 3 will deal with strategies for mtiating, developmg, and

operating systematic_feculty _evaluation programs. But first, Secuon 2 o
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will deseribe a framework for sueh programs,
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- t was pointed out m Section 1 that «wo key characteristics of .
A current faculty evaluation practices are (1) that there is little eyidence

that currént practices achieve the objectives set for them, and (2) that
most evaluation practices are not organized into comprehensive pro-
grams. Analysis of the SREB case studies of faculty evaluation suggesis
these two characteristics may be closely related. Institutional Svaluation
prcgrams appearing most nearly to achieve their summative and/or
formative objectives were those which had identified and” fully
developed various components which make up a comprehensive :
‘ evaluation approach. In many mstitutions it seems that a large amount
of data 15 collected regardmg faculty performance, with httle
consideration given to why these data are being gathered and how they
will be used to achieve desired objectives, In shorty few institutions have
approached faculty evaluation m a systematic and comprehensive way.
As a result, many, mstitutions carry out a number of isolated practices
with little overall impact.
One outcome of the SREB study of current practices has been the
dentification of compenents which make up a systematic approach to
faculty evaluation. As a result, we have developed a framework for a
systematic faculty evaluation program which wili be presented n the
remainder of this section of the report., We hope this framework will
Be serve. both to clarify the concept of systematic facuity evaluation and .
to provide guidehnes mstitutions can use mn developing programs of
their own. This framework ts mtouded to offer an approach which
incTudes those components comimon To all evaluation programs as well
as one that allows mstitutions to design the details of each evaluation
component m accordance with thar own individual needs and
circumstances,

. 29

| 32 :




A £ ATy

Fiol

o
ki
¥
i
¥

¥
Y
H
ES

SR A r1ext Provided by ERIC

N e

Four separate components of sy stenntm faculty evaluation proggams
were identified through-the case studies. The four components,in-ghat

-aprears the logical order for-development, are as follows:

1. Purpose—The objectives, or desired outcomes, of the
~-. evaluation program clearly stated can guide to further
development and operation/of the program.

2. Areas—The areas for evaluation are those functions or °

- attributes that are to be examined’in determmmg faculty

effectiveness. Traditionaliy,tne three main areas of faculty
activity have been assumed to be teaching,. research, and
service. However, additional areas have been ldentlfled.

v ——— ~

3. Elements—The three essential elements of any evaluation
program are criteria, standards, and evidence. Criteria are
specific measurable attainments subsumed under each
evaluation area Standards are the levels of attainment
which are expe. .ed or defined for each criterion. Evidence
is data or information gathered as the basis for determining
performance levels for each -criterion., Evidence also

. includes the’'methodology used in gathering the data.

4. Procedures—Procedures are the steps designated by a flow
chart or other device for examining and applying the
evidence to determine level of achievement for each
criterion. Clear procedures are needed in making pefsonnel
decisions and in providing assistance for deveiopment and
improvement, or for achieving objectives of the program.

> .

Figure 1, shows these four components in graphic form.

The figure suggests an order in which the four componerits of a
faculty evaluation program may logically be developed by an
institution. \While few mstitutions were found to have followed this
step-by-step process precisely, a larger number of institutions which
clearly have all four of these components as part of their faculty
evaluation programs was tdentified. In fact, 1t 15 undoubtedly true that
all faculty evaluation programs or activities include parts of all four of
these components, although in some cases 1t may be difficult to locate
them all.

Examples drawn from the SRIZB case studies of current practices will
be used to describe these four components of faculty evaluation.
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1. Purpose of Evaluation s

The hterature of Imgher education generally confirms the SREB r—“"’";g.
survey finding that there are two main purposes of current faculty "~ v
evaluation practices. (1) providing data for making fair and appropriate
personnel decisions, and (2) providing assistance or stimulation for
faculty development ahd improvement. \s pointed out in Section 1, 54
percent of the respondents to the SREB survey stated that the -
formative purpose was the most important in their, institutions.
However, the results of the case sjudies of current practices led to the
conclusion that the summuaiive functioh is more important in practice.

There seems httle point n quibbling over which of these two
purposes shc 1d be more important as mstitutions go about developing
sound, systematic faculty evaluation practices since a good argument
might be made that both of these purposes are indispensable. Certamly
all mstitutions must make personnel décisions, and they ought to devse
a process by which those decisions can be madesin a fair, equitable,
tmely, and acceptable manner. By the same token, 1t s difficult to
imagine an mstitution that “does not wish to provide assistance and
stimulation for faculty development and improvement. So it would
seem approprate for mstitutions to consider both of these purposes
important—perhaps equally important. \s pomted out earhier, some
mstitutions do mdeed find it difficult to separate the summative and
formative purposts., Some mstitutions consider these two purposes Lo
be one. This 1» especially true i mstitutions where development and
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1mprovement are looked upon as applying to the faculty collectwe 3
rather.than mdwxdually
Tab}e 1, in the preceding section, indicated importance attributed to
- questlonnalre.._']lhe.,cat,egrUﬁs_prQL'lmeach mstmctor with diagnostic
information on teaching effectiveness and a basis for general faculty
-development and improvement are ufﬁcxentl} similar that both can be
considered formative purposes. It was found in the case study
mteivxey{'s in. fact that these two concepts often are used
“ mterchangeably by admmxstrators and faculty. Table I also shows that
cthe purposes entitled assure equity of employment p"actzces and

N

.the summatwe function by most admlmstrators It appears, therefore,
‘tHat 'the two categories of summative and formative purposes cover
rather completely the responses to the SREB survey.

An additional purpose of faculty evaluation programs identified
through the case studies arrd noted earlier was that of facilitating the
management process. A number of instifiitions begin each academic
year by having each facuity member prepare a “distribution of effort”
agreement with his or her departmeut chairman, setting forth explicitly
the faculty member’s responsibilities for the year. This agreement
specifies the evaluation areas and the criteria for that faculty member’s
“gvaluation. This process provides _a means for assuring that all
departmental responsibilities are covered, and for leldln{.LtllQ work
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load in accordance with the strengths and Jesires of individual faculty.
It also provides a process for individualizing evaluation. Each member is

ST NI i
i v
.
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. general expectations for all faculty. This procedure allows faculty to
- concentrate on different activities in different years. For example, in
some years the agreement may provide that a certain professor
concentrates on teaching a greater than average load, with an agreement

IR

- that he or she will not be eapected to prepare publu.atlons that year. In
d this case, that faculty member would not be evaluated on publications.
: - The purposes of faculty evaluation programs are sumetimes stated
clearly, sometimes vaguely. Several examples of evaluation program
; '_ purposes taken frem the institutions studied are listed below:
“The primary purpose of the gnnual performance evaluation
3 ~ of a11 faculty is to promote individ i and metltutlonal
£

- self- lmprovement

“Fuvaluation for promotion. tenure und termination has as its
sole purpose continuallv  upgradmng the quality and
performance of the faculty.”

[

1, “The purpose of the present evaluation and management
system is to assist the faculty member in promotling student
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evaluated on the basis of his ur her own responsibilities, rather than on”
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Ce learning, and to reward each faculty menzber in proportion to
« the extent that he promotes such student learning.” :

“The overall objective is to provide the fullest and fairest
possible evaluation to insure: ‘ : -

a. that the faculty member has optimum assista}zcg;gtq,\lzelv .

. - N .
i

s

}‘, ST ) him realize his maximum possible potential; !
o : ’ . , gy et ‘. --- >
e .b. that we are as fair as possible in extending rewards, e.g. s ' 5

N . merit increments, promotion, tenurex>4} - 4

WA oL 1 e

.

c. that. we e able to eliminate those who have failed to .
-, . remedy shortcomings of vmajor moment in teaching, *
LTow regearch, and service.” ' :

08 £ EBRATAD O L

|

. .“The primary goal is faculty development, the improvement
of teaching through feedback. There are secondary goals
involving the pay, promotion, and tenure process.” . o

< * .

:

“The overall objective is to get the best possible professional
judgment made and to ensure that recommendatior- are not .
capricious or arbitrary.” : T

# s

“Qbjectives of our evaluation prograins are:
& o

ey
»
N

R

. a. To keep and maintain a iiistory of the performance of
™ an individual throughout fus employment at . . . College; v

S
s

e . b. To identify suyerior performance “and to identify
marginal or unsatisfactory performance;

pocAEE YT SO

¢c. To give recognition and motivation to those individuals
who are performing in cn outstanding manner. "

+

, It appears that clarifying purpose, objectives or expected outcomes,
and achieving institutional agreement on them, is the first step in
developing a faculty evaluation program. Taking this step provides the
foundation on which the program can be developed. Without taking
this step first, institutions are hko'y to have no clear guidance on what
procedures to adopt ana how those procesures should be used. The
way the purpose of the evaluatioil progrem is determined may be as
important as the substance of the decision itself. Without agreement on
the program’s purpose by all affected constituencies, the likelihood of
{its achievement is small. One possible explanation for the finding that
current practices do not generally achieve their formative purpose may
be that this purpose was stated after the program had been established,
and that the purpose was not agreed to or recognized by all _ X
institutional constituencies. |
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. . -Evaluation areas are those broad aspects of faculty funttions or - ‘
attnbutes which are to be examined in determining a faculty member’s :
- effectwennss Traditionally, faculty activities have been referred to as
fallmg into three areas—teaching, research, and service. Table 8 shows ~
the pércentage of nstitutions which assxgned certain ranks to various .
E - ‘evaluatlon areas named in the survey questionnaire. Table 4 in ;
Sectan Lgave this same information by institutional type .
i a . “ '-‘,‘3 . o . . ‘ r' B
; 1 < R R i
“« s «~  Table 8 . ot v 3
! o | o : é
3 R{mlg ing of Evaluation Areas for Faculty Evaluation o . :
o %: M ) f“ Percentage of Institutions Assigning -
Respective Ranking? ' -
Evaluahcn .
Area 1st .2nd (1st to 3rd) (4th to 6th) (7th to 9th) S s T
= ;
y twn[,y m Profes- ; < . :
§mna!~Socmues 2% 10% 30% 41% 11% i
mlmstrahve ' -
1 2\ctw1t|es N 8 33 69 25 2 %
( ‘cActlvmes 1 4 19 42 .20
gstructiondl ” . .
-‘Activities. . . 96 3 99 0 0
-Personal - i
- -Attributes 11 32 67 22 4 ’ o
:-‘Pubhcntlons -6 U 33 31 16 3 .,
- Pubhc Service 2 6 22 33 24 . “‘x;
‘n ‘Research 9 18 11 29 12 :
- _"Student-Advising 9 44 75 17 2
2Columns may total more than 1007 because respondents were allowed to assign a
given rank to more than one choice.
=
These tables show that for all institutions the four most important
evaluation areas in current practice are instruction, student advising,
administrative activities (including committee work), and personal
atrmbutes. Doctoral mstitutions rank research and publications second
and third, and student advising fourth. A similar ranking was found by
Seldin (1975) 1n a survey of liberal arts colleges. He Tound that the four i
most 1mportant evaluation areas were c¢lassroom teaching, student
advising, length of service in rank, and personal attributes. Committee
work ranked Nifth in Seldin’s survev. Astin and Lee’s report on their
1963 survev (1967) shows the same results as Seldin's. There is httle
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mystery,_ therefore, about what the major faculty getivity areas are. It is

. clear that differentlinstitutions have different ideas about which areas
are most important, and what weight should be assigned the various
areas. - Institutions have different missions, and thus it is appropriate
that each institution determine the importance of faculty activity areas
in accordance with institutional purposes. ,

The “distribution of effort™ agreements described above provide a
means for weighting faculty activity areas in accordance with the
desires of the institution and also in accordance with the specific
responsibilities of each individual faculty wember, Faculty members ’
net having student advisees, for example, cannot be evaluated in the
advisement area even thougk the institutioh may look upon that area as
an importdnt faculty activity. It is important, therefore, to look upon
ideritification of evaluatiop areas as a decision to be made for the
institufion as a whole, separately for units within the institution, and
for “faculty members individuaily. This is parficularly important for
large-institutions which have faculty pérforming many different sets of

© activities. Several doctoral.level institutions which were studied allow
_each department to establish as well as to set the weightings for the
areas to be evaluated. In another doctoral level institution the various
colleges have responsibility for establishing the cvaluation areas and
weightings for their respective faculties.

In addition to those stated in Tables 1 and 8. other -subjects of
evaluation used by institutions n the region include: academic training,
experience, length of service in rank, competing job offers, and
vonsultation.
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- : 3. Evaluation Elements

Determining the areas of faculty activity that are to be examined in
an evaluation program is not sufficient for evaluating those areas.
Making a judgment about the level of performance of a faculty member
in a certain activity area requires that one also have (1) criteria on
which the area can be judged, (2) standards against which the extent or
degree of ach.evement can be determined and (3) evidence on which to
base the determination of the standard or level of achievement, Criteria, 4
standards, and evidence are needed for, cach area to be evaluated.
Whether or not an mstitution can develop criteria, standards,, and
evidence for an evaluation area may help determine whether that area is
appropriate for evaluation. 9 a {

Criteria.

Specific behwviors, features, measures or indicators to be examined
for each evaldation area are the critena for evaluation. It was found in
the case studies that some institutions have difficulty generating
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appro»pnate criteria for euch eva\uatlon area and thi¥*some generate so
o many criteria that the system becomes unmanageable One test for valid
oo e e and workable criteria is whether or not it is_possible to develop both
L standard$and-evidence for each. «
e An example of one way, to begin the process of developmg cnbena is
= fo ask the question, “What do we need to examine in order to
’ s - determine a faculty member’s performance level in instruction?™ Other
evaluatlon areas, such as studeqpt advising, committee work, research,
-publication, etc., can be substituted for the word instruction. Answers
. to the.above questxon can be generated’ from varfous institutional
constntuencnes and a common, acceptable core of criteria can result.
) «Clearly there are na estabhshed complete sets of criteria -available for
use.in various evaluation areas. Therefore it seeths'the best course for an
institution to follow is to develop its*own criteria by involving all ) )
P . constituencies within tRe institution. This process seems most likely to oo
g assure acceptance of the criteria, andjlater the success of the program. :
. Institutions studied use both quﬁr:titative and qualitative criteria.
-9 Some refer to their criteria objéetive and subjective, Yather than
quantitative and qualitative, but these two sets of terms seem to have
sigpilar meanings. Most institutions use a combination of quantitative
and qualitative criteria, ‘although some use a quantitative approach to
all criteria, standards and evidence. ¢ o
Examples of quantitative criteria for instruction used by institutions
studied are the following: . o

. - — enrollment tfends

1 . — number of students who becomne majors *

5o — number of students who withdraw )

5 The following are examples of qualitative criteria for tlre

o instructional‘area: ° : .

RS . — extent of student learnmg, i} '

— student understanding of course objectives

— current and relevant syllabus and other course materials

— performance of students in higher level courses N

— clarity of classrooin presentations

> — success of students after graduation

N Examples of combined quantitative and qualitative criteria in the

. . research and publication area are:

B . — number of publications . {

|

4

ol — quality of publications ¢

- criteria that are used in this area by some institutions include the
following: loyalty to the institution, honesty, punctuality, and
- neatness. The areas of student advising and administrative activity also

- — number of research grants -

: - — citations in other publications i |
o _ — speaking or consulting invitations -

— author’s reputation in the discipline

present more difficult problems in tievelopmg criteria. Examples of S

Some evaluation areas, such as that of personal attributes, may ¢ ) ‘]
%
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give diffichlty to some institutions. Examples of criteria used in the

student advising area are: student satisfaction. number of students
« advised, number of students who change advisors. and number of
advisees who experience difficuities. In the area of administrative
activities, criteria mclude: number of committee or other administrative
. assignments, ef fectiveness . m committees, complétion of administrative
work, and ceileague satisf.ction. o -
Another approach to developing criteria for evaluating the area of
mstruction has been proposed by Meeth (1976). Basing his proposal on
work iif another context by Robert Thorndike, Meeth suggests three
categories of criteria—ultimate, intermedhate, and immediate—that can
be applied to teaching. Ulumate criterid are based on stugdent learning
gaing, intermediate criteria on the process or methodolg¥ of teaching,

. and immediate criteria on the sense of the learning experience.

{ In this approach, immediate criteria are judged by student
satisfaction and the evidence used is primarily student ratings of
anstruction. Some ‘examples of Meeth's mwrm\ediate and ultimate
criteria are as follows: '

{e » lntcrmsc.(ij;.ltc%ritcriu

Students were motwvated to learn. ‘

The structure of the learning experience was determmed by

the goals of the experience.

The content was well ordered. comprehensive.

appropriate to the abilities f the learners.

and

Rewards and sanctions were appropnare to the goals of the
learning experience, ' . ’
Goals ‘md;or outcomes were clearly spectfied.

-]

Evaluation «ntena, standards, and methodologies weye clear
and appropnate to the goalsof the expenience. i
Methodology was appropnate to the vaal~ of thé®xpenience
and the abilities of the learners. ~

[N
-

? Ultmate Caterna

50 - Al
Ihe sjudents-iearned what the mstructor was trymg to teach
—m cogminve. affective, and’or psychomotor develop-

ment . k‘
+ - in rate and or absolut achievement
Students retamned what @ay learned, \
Teacher goals and or outcomes for the learning expaerience
were met. . .
- £}
Student goals znbd or outcomes for the learning experiefice
_were met. - . . -
. 37 .
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. F'Whatever ¢he approach used to -‘develop criferia,
'recommendatxon probably still is for each institution to go through the
‘Process. for itself. On the other hand, there has been considerable
résearch into the reliability of various criteria, particularly in the area of

»

The léarning expenence related to other leammg e\penepces .
students’ might have had (congruence continuity, seque ce)

N pnor learning was capitalized upon; learning increaséd in

other formal experiences. the students had at the same time;
learning improved in the rest of a sequential series the
students had afterward, '

. Enrollment®levels were sustamed or increased in su sequent
. offermgs of the leammg expenen ce.

the best

instruction. Instntutxons may wigh to review thns literature 1n advance to
help avoid possmle mistakes. Centra (1976), Hlldebrand et. al. (1971),
and Smith (1977) are good places to begip.

Standards.

The reason for setting’ standards in the evaluation process is so
performance can be evaluated only against stated expectations. Levels
of expectatlon ar. always prebent in evaluation situations, however they
often are so vague that it is almost impossible to know what they are.
Faculty members continually use standards in assigning examination
and course grades. even though they rarely are stated publicly. By the

same foken, standards are applied when institutions make personnel

decisions even though those expectations may not be articulated.

. The term “standard’ may be defined as any definite rule, principle
or measure to which something can be compared. In the academic
world, when the word standard is used, it usually is assumed that
somewhere thére is a reference group or reference point to which a
person’s performance is compared. However, recent discussions have
dealt with two kinds of standards: morn.refcrenced and criterion-
referenced. When norm-referenced standards are used, a faculty
member’s’.performance 15 compared aganst the perfurmam,e of his or
her peers. When criterion-refer nced standards are used, a faculty
member’s performance 1s measured against pre-set levels. In the
framework thaf is Being proposed here, it is necessary to have clear

standards of some type for each criterion. The use of both norm- and

criterion-referenced standards was found in the case studies.
Norm-referenced standards were found to be used in ¢ircumstances
where there are scarce resources to distribute, such 2s promotions,
tenure, and salary increases. In some institutions for example, only a
certain percentage of assistant professors may be pgomoted to associate
professors, or only a ‘certath percentage of the n(w(?o)enured faculty may
be granted tenufe in a given year. In such circumstances, individual
faculty members' performances are compared to each otb‘;a‘r, and only
those in a certain percentile are chosen. Norm-referenced standards also
are used when an institution finds itself in a retrenchment situation

;
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which makes it necessary to reduce faculty. Norm-referenced standards
might be compared to the practice of “grading on the curve.”

« Criterion-referenced standards are precisely set and stated in advance
of their application. Faculty performance is measured against these
pre-set standards without regard to how many faculty fall within, or
above, or below the standards. }lost institutions studied claim to have
criterion-referenced rather than norm-referenced standards, but rarely
are these standards precisely stated. Terms, such as “‘outstanding,”
“satisfantory,” “‘unsatisfactory,” often are used with little éSplanation.
«» Criterion-referenced standards can be stated either qualitatively or
quantatively. Some jnstitutions use a totally quantitative approach, not
only to setting standards, but also to defining criteria and evidence. an
approach recommended by Miller (1972). One institution has
developed a numerical rating system of 1 lo 5 for all criteria. This
institution also gives a qualitative adjective and a short descriptive
explanation for each numerical rating, as follows:

Rating  Quality . Explanation .

& [l
1 Poor The faculty member’s performance ‘is gen-
o erally’ unsatisfactory -or inadequate in this

i : area.
2 Fair . The faculty member’s perfgrmance is not

entirely satisfactory and needs to be im-
proved. Improvement may come with experi-
ence, but increased effort may be needed.

3 Good This rating means the faculty member’s
’ performance m this area is generally adequate
and definitely acceptable. 1t should be given
when a faculty member performs at a level
which corresponds with expectations for most
faculty members.

4 Very Good 'This rating should be given 1f the faculty
member is above average with respect to the
trait or standard. It should bhe given when a
" faculty member demonstrates above average
talent and effort.

Outstanding  This rating should be given only n exception-
al cases. It should be given only when a
faculty member demonstrates rare talent and
performance  with respect to the area or
category. A rating of superior should be
supported with a stateru2nt documenting the
basis for the rating, giving concrete examples
or evidence, especially if more than 2 or 3
categories or items are assigned this rating.

b ' 39 }
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Some feel that one problem with a quantitative approach to

standards is that much academic work cannct be quantified. Another
problem identified.is that average or composite scores are computed in_
most such systems and therefore one has to be able to accept the”
assumption that all rated criteria are equally important. Moreover, the
same assumption is said to be applicable to the questions on various
forins, such as student and Colleague evaluation forms, which are used.
If a composnte or average score is to be computed and used, one must
AaSSum the argument goes, that all questions have the same weight.
These sumptions sometimes are difficult to make.
_Another institution states that it makes both a ‘quantitative,
assessment and qualitative judgment of (each faculty member’s)
activities. . . . The quantitative assessment is made by cach faculty
member on" an annual Academic Personnel Report. The qualitative
assessment is ‘made by following a procedural” flow chart which this
institution uses. The qualitative assessment terms used at this
institution are “marginal,”’ ‘‘professional,” and ‘‘exceptional achieve-
ment.” Some departments use a numerical ranking system of 1
to 5 in making the qualitative judgments. The dean at this institution
has made the follo“ ing statement regarding his understandmg of the
rankings of 1 to 5:

The mid-rating, or 3, on this contmuum seems the umcal

one since it connotes a satisfactory level of performance. So
. far as the Dean's office is concerned, this rating indicates that

during the past year one has done reasonably welt those

tea-hing, research, and service activities that he or she is

employed to do. This means that an occasional publication, a

satisfactory evaluation for teaching, and a not unusually

heavy service contribution, might very well characterize the 3

rating. Indeed, if these are the expectations of the position, it

is difficult to concewve of a slight departure from “that

expectation: warranting either a rating of excellence or

extreme marginality. )

It 15> of interest to note that at this institution, nearly 90 percent of the
total faculty scored 3 or above.

Anothor mstitution uses a numencal system for applying standards
for ment rases and also provides a descriptive explanation of each
rating. This example represents a  combmation of norm- and
criterion-referenced standards. Categories for merit raises are as follows:

Category [—Facul'y member domg a truly outstanding job in
all five (D) area,. This ~bould be hmited to a maximum of
20 of your faculty unless you and the dean agree that there
are some unusual clrulmstdnu-s i your department.

Category II—Faculty meml)or domg a good, above average.
nierstorious Job when judged aganst the standards of what s
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considere'd an ideal college professor. This category signifies
_ that the administration of the university is satisfied with the
3 manner in which the faculty member is carrying out his/her
job.I(I}J_g percentsge*limits on this category.)

Eroey

. Catéébr}i IIJE./Eacufty memt ing a less than adequate job

.and needs to improve his/her performance. This raise 1s used
T i to signify to the faculty member that he/she needs’to

. ' improve hisfher performance. (No percentage limits on this
"~ category.) ‘ ‘ :

Category IV—Faculty "member not performing the job
- expected of the faculty. This category signifies a “zero” raise.

(No percentage limits on this category.) -
Some instituticns 2lso state standards for each academic rank. These
standards may be stated quantitatively or qualitatively as well. Below
are two examples of stating standards qualitatively for each rank:
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Lxample |

’ Professor. To be éligble for the rank of professor, a facully
member must have a record of outstanding performance
normally involving both teaching and research or creativity or -
performance in the .arts, or recognized professional .
contributions. As a general guideline, the faculty member is
expected to hold the earned doctor’s degrec and to have at
least nine years of effective and relevant experience.

Asscciaté. Professor. To be eligible for the rank of associate
professor, a faculty member must have a good record of
effective performance over a probationary period of time
usually involving both teachmg and research, or creativity or
performance in the arts, or recognized professional
contributions. He must poscess strong potential for further
development as a teacher and as a scholar. It is normally
¢ expected that he wi'l hold the eartied doctor’s degree.

R SR R A T SRS s Ok e 7 V90 2N 0 e
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L Assistant Professor. To be eligiblo for the rank of assistant
3 professor, a faculty member mugt jjossess strong potential for -
i development as a teacher and as a scholar. He will normally

: be expected to hold the earned doctor’s degree or its . e
equivalent. : .o -

member must normally hold the master’s degree or bachelor’s

degree plus substantial additional graduate study—such as :

: evidence of having fulfilled the réquirements for adnission to - |
candidacy for the doctor’s degree. . 1

: Instructor. To be ehgible for the rank of mstructor a facalty ! ’ 1

. h '11' 4(} . | '
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Professor A promotion to the rank of full professor is an—
indication that in the opinion of colleagues, this-individual is
outstanding in teaching--and~in~ Jesearch or other creative
_ «productiwty and has earned national and perhaps inter-
. national recognition. It should be further stressed that this
rank is a recogmtlon of attainment rather than of length of
service.

~ Associate Professor. The promotion to associate professor
should be made only after an indication of continuous
improvement and contribution of the individual both in
teaching and research or other creative productivity.
Furthermore, the-: indivigual should have - earned some
regional recognition for e£cellence in his field.

Assistant Professor! Appointment or promotion to the rank
of assistant fessor should be made when it has been .
determ::/d hat the individual has a current capability for
goo l/e hing, research and university service and a potentiél
gnificant growth in these areas, and the terminal degree
roprlate to his field. :

Standards may be the most dﬂﬁcult element to develop and put into °

effect at the institutional level since many institutions seem accustomed
to stating standardc broadly, as in the two examples above. It is
important in this framework, however, that standards be stated for each
criterion in each area being evaluated. If standards for each criterion
cannot be stated or agreed upon, it may perhaps indicate an
inappropriate criterion. .

Evidence. 4

Evidence is the mformation or data compiled for determining the
level of attainment for each criterion, This element also includes the
methodology designed for collecting the evidence. Most institutions
have begun gathering various types of data on faculty performance,
although usually not in a consistent and rcliable way, and often not
applied to specific crteria. Many institutions seem to treat the
collection of evidence as 1if the accumulation of data alone constituted a
comprehensive faculty evaluation and development program. However,
in the framework presented her the gathering of :'ata must be seen as
s.mply one evaluation element which au.omphshes little if not seen in
its appropriate context.

Once criteria and standards have been determined for each evaluation
area, the next step is to establish the evidence *hat can be compiled to

“judge the achievement of those criteria. As bei . , an effective test of

whether specific criteria and standards are valid is whether or not it is
possible to compile “evidence or ¢ fa for each. I is important that
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criteria and standards be determined first, and then evidence, because 3
_evidence alone appears to have little usefulness. - ’-‘-i%
LR The technique to be used for gathering evidence will depend not only
" on the criteria and standards but also on the purpose or objectives of the A
evaluation program. A variety of ways of compiling evid::nce was found ° i
, in the.institutions studied. Tables 3, 6, and 7 in Section | show the o
evaluation techniques used by different types of institutions. Table 9 .
/ - gives a summary of these sources and procedures according to the .
‘purpose of the gyaluution prggram.’ . - s \ . :
Table 9 !
” rd

Sources and Selected Uses of Information for Faculty Evaluation,
All Reporting Institutions

Percentage of Respondents Reporting Utilization _;

For Dacisions For Decisions

’ Source of Overall  on Salary  on Promotion For Faculty !
Information Use Increnses and Tcnure Improvement
- Acadenuie Dean -4
R VP 90% 70% . T 81% 81%
Alumni 18 g 1 4 14
Colleagues iH 19 29 35 N
‘ * Department
Charman - 90 0. 382 83
Faculty
¢ Commttee 39 14 33 23
Joint Commttee
(faculty/student) 10 2 { 7
Peers (other
nstitutions) 9 1 6 b
,President or
Provost 17 10 1 36
Self-Evaluation 56 25 33 51
Students BH 30 45 79
¢ Whle these data show the m\;}urlm}('v of vanious evidence gathering
techniques, they do not show the extent or use of the techniques for N
different cvaluation arcas and criteria, After assessing this aspect of )
evaluation in the case study mstitutions, we have concluded that
evidence, particularly as gathered n the area of mstruction, is the
clement 1n current practices which perhaps requires greatest attention.
- Criterta and evidence for some of lhv’,‘olh('r areas seem more easily
. . JE -
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developed and more readily accepted. Evidence related to criterid 'such
as. number of publications, number of citatiors, enroliment trends,
number of advisees, and number of grants received, as the means for
determmmg perfermance level is largely self-evident. Evidence of a
more qualitative nature is more difficult to specify however, ‘

It seems most appropriate for each {nstnutlon to decide for itself
how best to gather evidence in connectlon with the critetia and
standards that it has established.  ©

‘A variety of approaches to compiling evidence was found in the
mstltutlons studied.

’

Self-. evaIuanon ' .

Table 9 shows that 56 percent of the institutions respondmg to the
survey report use of sell evaluation as an information gathering
technique. Information from self-evaluations is used by 25 percent of
the institutions for decisions on salary increases, by 33 percent for ~
decisions on promotion and tenure, and by 51 peizent for faculty
development and improvement. The data show that while only slightly
_over half of the responding institutions use self-evaluation as a source of
" information at all, this technique is more likely t be used for faculty
development and |mprovement purposes than for putposes of personnel

’ \ decisions., :
It was found in the case studies that most self-evaluations usually are
. snmply an annual hsting or report of activities by each individual faculty
member. In this report the faculty member may list publications,
resear<h projects, committee work, courses taught, numher of advisees,
and other relevant information, usually,m a quantitative format. This
technique appears to be used primarily, therefore, as a means of
providing quantitative data on faculty activity rather than as a
technique for judging quality.

On the other hand, 1 a few mstitutions studied, facuity members are
asked to write a self-evaluation report reflecting on their year’s work,
sometimes usiig data from various sources employed by the institution.
The value of such reflective self-evaluations has not been established.
Centra (1977) found hittle agreement between faculty self-evaluations
of teachmg cffectiveness and ratings by students. colleagues, and
“admimstrators. e found discrepancies most notably mn relation to
student-teacher nteraction, where abott one-third of the instructors
generally rated themselves considerably higher than did students.

While self-evaluations may not be very reliable as sources of data for
making personnel decisions, they may be more useful for development
and improvement purposes. If facully members are given non-
threatening opportumfies for self-reflection, the process mlght be more
productive. Examples of such seif-reflection are found in institutions
having fe ulty development offices at which faculty members may seek
assistance without” the knowledge of administrative superiors. In sum,
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‘s,elf-evaluaﬁiqxls.may be a legiti}nate technique for compiling some
quantitative data on faculty activities, but the subjectivity of evaluative |
judgments rhust be recognized:

°

Student ratings. - ( -

The survey results indicate widespread use gf students as souices of
information on faculty performance. Of the institutionsresponding to
the survey questionnaire 88 percent report usmng infoymation from
students and 30 _perceiit of those institutions us¢ vihat student
information for making decisions on° saldry increases,‘ﬂ% percent for

- decigions on promotiun  and tenure, and 79 percent Yor faculty

. R . . .
improvement and development. The non-doctoral level institutions use

student information more than doctoral level institutions, and two-
year.institutions are more likely than any other institutional type to
use students as sources of information, . ’
«Unfortunately, while we know a number of institutions collect
information from students, we do not know precisely how the
information is used. The case study resuits indicate that a smaller
percentage of institutions than that reportéd above use systematic
student evaluation to provide comparative norms. .\ surprisingly large
percentage of nstitutions evidently use students in such an informal
way that the reliability of information gained is questionable. -
Among the instituiions studied in depth, only one approaches
student ratings systematically and on an insticution-wide basis. At this
institution, comparat've norms and data are compiled, made available
and used for summative decision making. In. the major doctoral level,
institutions studied, student ratings are left to ecach department cr to
each college. The most common practice in such institutions seeras to
be for each department to design ar ! admmster 1ts own form and to
use the results at the depart nentw level, primarily for summative
purposes. Although the survey found ~t*dents most hikely to be used as
sources of mformation m two-year mstitutions, few" of these
institutions were found to use student ratings m @ systematic,
institution-wide manner. .
While the use of stude nt ratings has become widespread, such ratings
also have become controversial. One probl:m appears to be that many
institutions treat student rating results as if they were a comprehensive
evaluation of mstruction rather than one means of gathering evidence
with reeard to speaific eriteria. Student ratings certanly do not provide
all possibie evidence for all possible enitena i the instructional area. In
designing and usmng student rating forms, mstitutions may wish to keep
in mmd that the only evidense one can oblam from students 15 that
which they have. Students should not be asked to provide .wider e
regarding a enterion about which they are unhkely to have informatio.y.
The use of student evaluation has created the need for readily
available and rebable forms. A number of organizations, mctuding
Educational Testing Service, Kansas State University. and Purdue

.
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University, -market forms on a nationwide basis. Use of these forms
dllows .institutions’ the advantage cf not having to design their own
forms—and they provide hational norms and data for comparative

purposes.’ On the other hand, many mstltutlons feel there may be

advantages to desxgmng one’s own 1nstrument or at least adapting
thers to suit oné’s own purposes., .
There has been a, great deal of research into the validity of the data

) gained from student ratings, of which institutions should be aware..

Centra {(1977) provides an exce'lent summary of much of this research.
He: reported for example, that global questions whnich ask for an
assessment of the overall effectiveness of the teacher and the_ course

correlate more highly with course exammatlon results than do
 questions assessing more specific t,eaclﬂng characteristics. He suggests
_that these global-type questions may be, valid estimates of students’

cademic achievement because such questlons are not tied to a specific
ingtructional style..
With regard to using studer® ratings for summative plfrposes Centra
offers this toncluding comment:

If student ratings are used in making personnel decisions,
there should be a sufficient and representative number of
students responding for each class and the forms should be
administered and collected in a prescribed and systematic
manner. In addition, global or overall ratings rather than
ratings of specific. practices or behaviors ovght to be_ used,
and ratings for several courses oves a period of fime would
probably provide the best basis for making judgments. (pp.
98-99)

Another approach to using student ratmgs is to survey students who
have graduated. Many faculty seem to feel that judgments of alumni are
more reliable than those of enrolled students. The research summarized
by Centra shows, however, that ratings by alumni who have been out of
coliege for 5 to 10 years, compare favorably to current students’ ratings
of the same instructors and courses. Some mnstitutions find that alumni

kY

may be more appropriately used to provide information on the .

usefulness of certain programs or courses as preparation for various

.professions, v,

»

Colleague ratings

- .

The survey results show that colleagues, either as individuals or-as
members of faculty committees, are used in various ways as sources of
evidence. Colleagues as individuals are reported used by 13 percent of
the re§pondmg institutions, and fac ulty committees by 39 percent.
Respondents in 19 percent of the institutions say they use individual
colleagues as sources of evidence for decisions on salary increases, 29
percent use them as sources for decisions on promotions and tenure, and
35 percent for faculty d(‘vdopnfent and improvement. Information

v
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from faculty committees is used by only 14 percent of the institutions
for decisions on salary increases, by 33 percent for decisions on
promotion and tenure, and by 23 percent for faculty development and
improvement. '
Colleagues are most likely to be sources of information in doctoral
level institutions and least likely in two-year- jnstitutions. For
summative purposes, 54 percent of the doctoral level institutions report
using.. individual colleagues, and 37 percent report using faculty
committees as sources of evidence. Only 52 percent of the two-year
) institutions use information frof individuals, and only 17 péreen. use
“~-- faculty committees. Colleagues ‘probably are used more by doctoral
level institutions tc judge the quality of research and publications. The
case study results suggest that if one looks at instruction alone, the use ‘
of colleagues as sources of evidence would be unusual in all institutions,
and perhaps most unusual at the doctoral level. -
. Perhaps the least usrd and least effective colleague ratings are those
derived from classroom visits to observe. teaching. Strong faculty
resistance to visitation was found in the institutions included in the case
studies. Moreover, research at several institutions shows ‘that colleague
, -ratings based primarily on observations of classroom performance are "
not sufficiently reliable for making personnel decisions. Centra; for
exarnple, found that such ratings are far less reiiable than student
ratings, probably because one’s colleagues tend t. " ave a positive bias.
Colleague ratings of teaching materials, such syhabi. reading lists
and examinations, may be more valuable than those based on classroom
visitations. .A number.of mstitutions used colledgues in this way with
positive results. In one institution it was found that simply requiring
colleague review of teaching matenals caused them to begin to 1improve

LR
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dramatically. v
When one moves irom summative to formative evaluation, the use of
colleagues as sources of nformation may be more useful. If an ~

institution uses cclicagues ingn infornal situation to provide pasitive
feedback on’ mst-uction. the element of threat niay largely disappear. If
ressstance is reduced, colleagues may be able to provide supportive
suggestions and criticism of mstruetional practices.
A
. f .~
Student Learning Outcaomes.

A number of waters Rose (1976) and Aleeth (1976}, for
example—contend that cr.terionreferenced measurement of learnmng 1s
the ultimate standard of wood teachmg and dhat data on the extent of
learning 1s the only legitimate evidence for determining mstructional
effectivencss. Howgver. using evidence of student fearning is uncommon .
“in the uthern region Because, this approach requires one to look at
student behavior rather than the behavior of the instructor, a great
deal-ot resistance is’ denerated. Faculty opposed to this approach argue >
that if their effectivensss is to be judged. it is their own behavior that
v should be observed, The argument for using student learning outcomes

oy .
o .- By |




[T
g .

i

v
L
Eing
kN

o) ;,«.wi‘ P,

Ea

Y

i

o
,

\‘\'1‘
[
~

as evndence is that student success shou.ld be the main criterion foxr
Judgmg teachlng effectiveness. One cannot be judged an effective
‘tedcher, it is argued, unless sngnmcant student learning can be
1dent1f1ed - ‘

“"This approach to gatheriu,. eudence on instructional effectiveness is
most likely» to be found in Colleges or universities which have
Management by Objectives (MBQ), behavioral or instructional
objectwes, competency-based cuyricula, or a systems approach to

jnstruction. Eyen few of those institutions use this technique, but they |

. are. the types tu ‘which it most likely would apply. In more traditional

. 1nst1tutlons this technique can be found in the perforrmng arts and in

"vocational  and techhical programs. Two major doctoral level
mststutlons visited use .his approach exclusively in the performmg arts,
“with evident success.

Clearly, measuring student learnmg outcomes emphasxzes purpose
and impact. One community college in the region is meving toward an
institution-wide system of *‘performance contracting” in which faculty
members “conmtract™ with.the institution to produce a,certain student
success rate. Often, a_third party determines ‘whether students have met
. learning objectwes Pre- and post-tests of student achievement are used
extensively. it is mterestmg to note that this college is deemphasjzing,
the use of student-evaluation-ofinstruction forms as legitimate
measures of teaching e"fectiveness. Officials at this institution are
asking students to judge only those things they can judge, such as the
teacher’s behavnorb’rather than their own learning growth. .

It appears difficult to dispute the pointthat student learning is thé’

purpose of the instructional process. The problem with uslng student
learning outcomes as®evidence of teaching effebtiveness is that such
outcomes are not readily availablwhen ‘traditional teaching approaches
are used. with newer approaches, such as individualized instruction,
competency-based instruction, and (.Ol‘ltrﬂ(.t learning, such outcomes
shouid be more visible. .

”,

Multiple Approaches.

- N >
In ‘summary, it seems clear that there are advantages .and
disadvantages to all approaches for gathering evidence in the
instructional asea. Because none of the approaches to gathering
evidence appeuars to be entirely reliable, or most likely to achieve
acceptance among faculty, 1t probably 19 best to make use of a vanety
of approaches. Attention will be given in the next section to the issue
o{ stratcg) to be used in developing an e®luation program, but it may
be we™ tu note here that one of the weaknesses of current evaluation
prac\tnces 15 failure Of fac ulty to-accept the sovurces of evidence or
procedures for gathering 1it. No matter how valid the technmque may be,
il it is instituted in a way that causes faculty resentment and resistance,
the evidence gathered w.ll be suspet. Student ratings, for exan.ple, are
easlly mﬂuonwd l)y what is said during the process of their
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. admmlstratlon If a resistant, unhappy faculty is doing the
admmlstermg, student responses stand to lose any possible validitv.

. S . Putting All The Elements Together

- The three elements which are common to, evaluation programs— )

- , Criteria, standards, ind evidence—have been described. Figure 2 pro- _

?'“-f:,i’? . vides a hypo'hetlcal example of how an evaluation elements chait —

n}lght look as an institution begms the process of developmg the '
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evaluation elements. This chart showsjust two areas -instruction and
Lo . research--and_could be expanded to include other areas. The evului-
tion elements chart may be developed oir an institution-wide basis
at smaller institutions, or on a divisional or departmental basis in larger
institutions. As discussed previously, it also is possible to have individ-
S ualized evaluation plans for specific faculty members.

It has been suggested that the most logical steps tn developing these
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. . three elements is to.begin with criteria for each evaluation aréii, then to

develop standards for each iﬁ:‘x'iterion, and finally to assemble evidence
for applying each standard%;o‘ each criterion. One of the tests for
validity in this process is to determine whether or not it is possible to
complete each succeedin%é’gtep. If .it is not possible to agree upon
e ~ standards for a given critgrion, it may be that the criterion should rot
il ~ . . _° be.used. The same pointapplies to the form of evidence and techniques
U . -+~ < forgatheting it.’ : ‘
* A Pl g .
. 4. Procedures for Evaluating ‘ ¢
o . - . . ‘ . . . .
. After the purpose of the-evaluation program has been established,
the areas of faculty activity to be evaluated agreed upon, and the -
: elemcnts of evaluation—cniteria, standards, and evidence—developed,
. .- . ‘the next step.s to establish a set of procedures t¢ achieve the purpose.
... © _ These progedures are a key component in the -evaluation pggg’:r‘e‘xm
PO - " because if.nothing or little is donie with all the material a'§§,1_t;is
’i, - _generated, then little can be expected to be accomplished. 4> -7
R . . , e iR -~
i .A number of exemplary patterns of procedures were found jn:the
i cdse studies. It was pointed out in Section 1 thafone of |tiie~*
sz characteristics of current faculty evaluation practice is that procedures,
- L. summative and formative, are dominated by administrat‘qtskTablb 10
summarizes the survey results on this subject. MR
:;: " y ) ) . ' - A " ,:‘ N . -
¥ B . Table 10 . = ? .
Assignment of Principal Evaluation Responsibiity for Administrative j X \
. Decisions ang for Faculty Developmen®, Number of Institutions N
LT ; -
- Source of Principal For Decisions on Salary, For Faculty :
' - Responsibility -J.; Promotion-and Tenure Development
: Y
' Acaderi¢ Dean or i ) . '
Y Vice President - - 190 i 167 -
“%2 " Departmént Chairman 155 | 167
i. =+ President or ?rovost 54 10 -
.33\:" Facul*  Committee - 36 13 0
107 Students 10 67
Colleagues ' 6 9 ,
Self 2 21 .
Peers (other institutions) * 2 2
¢ » Joint Student/
N Faculty Group 1 1
- Alumni . 0 4 -
.~ Other 3 3
v No Response 77 72
Total 536 536
<
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« While there are a number of exceptions, it seems that many
institutions use unsystematic and informal procedures in makuig
evaluative judgments. Few institutionganvolve the faculty at significant
points in the evaluation prbgos.s."l‘l‘fq absence of significant faculty
involvement may be one eaplaation for the lack of evidence
“current practices achieve the formative objectives set for them. The case
study results suggest that in many non-doctoral level institutions where
due process and fair procedure issues gre not vocalized, procedures for.
making personnel decisions are wague and will vary for different faculty .
For faculty development and improvemcent, prdcedures are even less

. well-defined and articuiated throughout ail types of institutions. The

dominant attitude seems to be that the formatne arer is an individual
responsibility, and that an mstitutional set of pracedures or services
either is unnecessary or that no vne knows what procedures would be
appropriate. The remwnder of this section provides a description of
current approaches to developing procedures in the summative and
formative areas. . .8

<

.

Summative Procedures. ' )
Procedures for mahing summative Judgments clearly are a necessity
at all institutions. Ideally, summative procedures should fulfill the
expectations and needs of both the institution and the individuai faculty
member. The nstitution needs procedures (1) that will separate the
superior, tle satisfactory.ind the unsatisfactory performers: (2) that
will build an evaluation record about each_faculty member to satisfy
judicial and governmental requirements. (3) that will provide' due
process and fair procedures; () that will be acceptable tothe total
instiutional  community, mcluding the faculty: and (5) that will
allocate fairly and appropriately the scarce rewards the mstitution has
available. The 1ndividual faculty member needs summative pre -edures
that will, in addition to the above, {1) enstuire that he orshe is judged gn
the bisisd?r[ his or her particular responsibihities: (2) provide clear,
understandable, and communicated enteria, standards, and evidence:
(8) provid: for due provess and an appeal procedure; (1) involve faculty
in the déesign and operation of the program, (5) ensure against arbitrary
and capricious decstons: and’ (6) provide frequend feedback  on
performance and expectations, .
. The case studhies show that there are four kinds ,of summative
decisions that can be mhde about faculty. They are decisions mvohing
(1) promotion, (2) tehure, (3) terupnadtion, and (4) merit salary -
creases. Some nstitutions have 4 multple year centract sysiem rather
than tenure, but the procedures remaun about the same. Of these four
possible decisions, only that mvolymg mert salary increases normally
occurs annually. lnaut/utlons having systematic faculty evaluation
programs often hawe 4 separate procedure for making promotion an<
tenure decisions, and another for merit salary mcreases. The satter
decisions can provide faculty with continuous feedback and progress
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reports, building a record that can be us¢d in promotion and tenure
procedures later on. Termination can be tiie end result of the denial of
promotion or tenure, or it may be handied through a separate
pra#edure. Typically, procedures for makjng prumotion and tenure
_decisions are more elaborate than those for apnual Salary decisions.

The first step in any procedure is c{l)mpiling the approprate
anformation igte a dosier for each l..ulty member. This protess
usually takes Place within each department dnd is the responsibility of *
either - the department chairman or a depajtmental committee. “The
dossier includes all evidence called for in the evalustion elements. In .
addition, the candidate’ probably will Irave the : rivilege of adding

Once the dossier is complete, the evaluation process begins. Figures 3
and 4 give two examples of procedural flow charts ctirrently being used
at major doctoral level institutions in the SREB reg\ion. Both charts
show procedures for making decisions on promotion angd tenure.

Two principles are evident in the systems ilhustrated yy these charts.
First, it is clear that both systems provide for. multiple reviews and
independent judgments regarding the same "evidonce. Second, both
provide significant facuity involvement in the judgment process. These
principles seem to be effective in ensuring a high level of faculty
satisfaction with the evaluation program and with the program resuits.

In Figure 3, facu!t, are involved primarily as members\of “area
advisory committees.”” Members of these committees, which exist in
cach of the, major areas of the institution, are appointed by the
president* from nomirations made by the faculty s$enate. The
committees review the same material reviewed by the adn.inistrators
and make therr own mdependent judgments. Faculty members also are
sometimes part of this system at the departmental level,  and
occasionally at the deanship level. when either the department
chairman or the deaii wishes outside consultation.

Figure 1 shows that faculty are mvolved at the departmental level,
but prinianly as members of the “University Committee on Promotion
and Tenure.” This 1» a commttee consisting of 21 tenured professors,
15 elected by the faculty and 9 appomted by the president. It should
be of special.inierest to note that this commitlec sits above all the
administrative officials except the president, -

In both systems, one copy of the dossier goes through the entire
procedure, At cach level, judgments are made m written form and
added to the dossier, Thus the dossier contmues to build as it goes
along "and. at eachy-step in the procedure, the persons making
recommendations see the recommendations that have been made at
lower fevels. Persons ai these mstitutions feel that these preedures
mandate greater objectivity and faimess than would a more informal
approach. The mstitution usmg the procedures in Figure | follows a
system whereby cach department and school has its own evalaation
areas, cntena. standards. and evidence. Consequently, each of the
components must be a part of the dossiers and must be carefuliyg
exammed by the committees and adminstrative officers,

’
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Smaller institutions would not have procedural flow charts as
elaborate as the two shown. The major difference in the smaller
institutions is that there usually are not as many administrators. Even
though this is the case, these insitutions still could follow the two
principles of multiple reviews of the same evidence and key
involvement of faculty. Selection of faculty review committees could
be made in smgl},institutions in a way samlar to that in large
insitutions. v

.-For annual performance review for merit salary increases, institutions
typically use a less elaborate procedure than for promotion and tenure.
The institution using the procedure in Figure 3, for example, follows a
process that stops at the dean’s fevel in making decisions for annual
performance review. Separate copies of each department member’s file

. —are provided the department chairman and dean, who review the files

independently and make separate judgments. Upon completion of these
independent judgments, the department chairman and the dean méet to
compare judgments and to resolve differences. If a successful resolution

. cannot be made, the dean’s judgment is final. The vice presicent is part
of the appeals procedure. Also, part of the annual performance review
is.a mandatory conference hetween the department chairman and the
faculty member, in which the laculty member s apprised of his or her
standing and strong and weak pomts. Faculty members without tenure
are apprised of the progress they are makmg toward tenure,

All the systems studied which have elaborate procedures include
appeal processes. These processes usually are hmited, to questions of
proper procedure, rather than to substantive issues.” In pubhe
institutions, such appeal opportumties usually are required by law.
Private mstitutions often feel pressure to follow due process procedures
as well. -

A final 1ssue regarding summative procedures is that of the openness
of files and the avalalnhity of nformation and evaluation results to the
individual faculty member. Table 1T gves responses o a survey
question regarding the avatlability of the results of evaluation to faculty
members. . ‘e

The meanmng of the findings m Table 11 remams unciear, even
though they may appear straightforward. The reason for thus lack of
clarity 1s that respondents could either have understood the question to
ask whether or not the final decision was commumecated to the faculty
member, or whether all mformation compiled 1n the decision making
process was made available. iIf the former 1s the meaning understood,
the high percentage of respondents reporting affirmatively comes as no,
surpnse. If the latter was understood as the meaning of ihe question,
however, the Iigh percentage of affirmative responses 1s surprising
indeed in hght of further study. ‘ )

The case stuches show that mstitutions reauinng all recommenda- ~
tions and judgments be put in wnting normally do not make the file
contents completely avamable to the faculty member  concerned.
Usually, mstead, the faculty member iv.provided a summary of what
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" ‘Table 11
Availability of Results of Evaluation to Faculty Members
PO .

Percentage Reporting

5 . o Number of Responding Results Available
1. :Type of Institution . Institutions v | - t5 Fhculty
: 70 80%
107 ) 95
‘Bachelor’s * ) 150 ‘ 95
" “Two-Year” 209 as
“7 Total . . 536 94 )

O
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was sard, without ‘being given the names of the persons making cach
response. In some cases. faculty members are given aceess to the
contents of the files with the names of the evaluators deleted. In no case
where systematie evaluation practices are used are faculty entirely
denmied aceess to the substance of thewe files. Persons mterviewed in
institutions seemed to fedd that opening files completely, including
associion vof the named evaluators with what they sad, would

. imtimidate evaluators and mimimize frankness in the evaluations, On the
other hand, some persons feel that persons mahing obyective evaluations
should be willing to make their judgments known to those whom they
are evitlaating This tssue, ddearly, s a diffiealt one for mstitations and
may have to be dealt with on anaindividaal bases,

There' s no doubt that the elaborate summative procedures described
here constitute an enormots amount of work, require a great amount
of time. and ~sometimes prove bardensome o those mvolved. Is this
type of procedare worth it? Conflicting points of view were foand on
this guestion i the case stadies One vice president for academic affars
who opposes elaborate procedures feels thai the burden s not worth
the trouble and would prefer the more mformal, less pressured
atmosphere which characterizes mstitutions with informal evaluation
approache. e think. facalty and admumstrators should spend therr
ume on more mportant duties

On the other hand, most admimstrators and faculty at the two
mstitutians used as examples above feel that the advantages of the
elaborate summatine procedure outwergh  the  dhsadvantages, The
following are some of the advantages that were eited 1. the case studhos,

o6
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a. The criteria, standards and evidence needed for prgmotion, .
tenure .and salary increases are known throughout the )
. institution; because all know what is expected of theni, the
.. procedures stimulate rigor at lower levels.

o

. t

Young, untenured professors seem to feel that the system g
»  provides the “potential for equity.” They feel protected ) :
by the elaborate procedures. They feel that it is nearly :
impossible for anyone to “get”” anyone else. o

.¢. The,.broad and significant faculty involvement in the
sysfgm gives faculty members a feeling of control over
their own destiny.

1y
d. The procedures provide for *‘structured conflict” in which
people are encouraged to look for weaknesses, to criticize,
and to find ways to do things better.
4

e. The procedires provide top admunistrators the means to
“keep up” with what i3 going on-at all levels of the
institution. By reading all-those dossiers, administrators
find out what departments are domg. what their plans.are,
what weaknesses exist, and so on. It provides structured
opportunities for administrators to meet with each other "
and communicate.

r -
f. The procedures ure seen as a lmd of “‘checks and Lo
balances’ system in that all institutioual perspectives and .

constituencies are brought to bear o1 the same issue. Top
administrators then can balance the various interests and
points of view, Without the procedures, top administrators
do not necessarily know what these various and competing
perspectives are.

Finally, administrators al mstitutions using vlaborate procedures for
summative purposes express the viewpoint that these procedures have *
the effect of stimulaung and assisting faculty development and !
improvement; 1 short, a formative effect to a summative process. Not
only does the quainty of théi.1q1,al’}fuculty improve (which is one
approach to formative cv.ahhitlzem,« but simply gowng through the /
procedures causes faculty to do their best. Knowing that what one does :
is being observed carefully at several levels seems to have the effect of
causing one to perform better. In addition, these institutions find the
elaborate procedure brings about a constant: efamination of the
evaluation program’ itself. Persons at  various evaluation levels
continually Auestion the appropriateness of the evaluation areas,
criteria, standards, and evidence available, and try to improve all the
components. The result is a continually changing rather than stalic
evaluation program.
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Formative Procedures.

It seems paradoxical that a majonty of administrators responding to
the survey cited faculfy development and improvement as the primary
purpose of their faculty evaluation system$™hut that almost all existing
procedures have been estabhished to faciitate summative personnel
decisions. There appear two chief reasons for the existence of so few
examples of formative procedures. First, there is widespread fee11ng

among administrators that faculty development and improvement is a
personal and individual matter. It wil| be recalled that 36 percent of the
respondents stated that simply prowiding faculty with information on
their own teaching effectiveness was the primary purpose of “their

‘evaluation programs. Administrators at these institutions evidently fee]
this practice brings about improvement, although the.e is little evidence”

to support that supposition.

The second reason for the lack of established formatwe procedures
seems to be that there are few examples of what can be done and few
new ideas are available. The two most suceessful approackes found are
the estabhshment of campus faculty dev clopmcnt centery or offices and
the use of growth contracts:

The work of campus faculty (levelopment centers or offices in
Southern colleges and universities las been described in detail elsewhere
and need not be repeated here (Crow, Milton, Moomaw and O’Connell,
1976). -While these centers are directly concerned with providing
assistance to faculty for development and improvement, they normally
are not related to formal faculty evaluation programs. Instead they are
available at the institution for those faculty who wish to receive such
assistance. Directors of these centers say they do not want to become
part of formal faculty evaluation because their services are best
provided i a non-threatening atmosphere. It is hoped that faculty
members, upon receiving the results of formal evaluation, go to the
centers for the assistance they need. Unfortunately, that does not
always seem to be the case. Perhaps there s a failure on some campuses
to communicate the services offered by campus centers. A procedure
that would enveurage mdividual faculty té use the services of the
centers when they find, as a result of the evaluation program, that such
services are needed, would be useful. Moreover, 1t would seem to be
desirable to establish a direct link between evaluation and faculty
development centers. An option that istitutions might consider is 2
requuirement that persons achieving a certamn level 1n the evaluation
program have an mterview with a staff member of the faculty
development center. These interviews could be confidential and not
part of future evaluation. = .

Perhaps the most successful formative procedures currently in use are
those that come under the rubnce of growth contracting. A growth
contract focuses on each individual faculty member, assisting each to

assess hi, or her own work and to develop plans and . tivities for—

change and improvement. Formative evaluation and the needs both of
the mdividual and the anstitution are emphasized. The mdividual
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- ‘fagulty _ﬁrembqn«,plays a prominent role in deciding what &riteria,

. standards, evidence, and process are most appropriate and useful.
Empbhasis_is placed on a helping relationship rather than on summative
_decision making. \

In.the growth cdntract model, each individual works with & team of

.two .or more persons who assist the faculty member i assessing

. styengths and _weaknesses. Team members provide su\pponive

observations and helpful criticism. Throtghout thé process, emphasis is

—, . positive and constructive. Institutions using this approach seem, to use
._this.formative evaluation system periodically for all faculty members

‘andghévg a separate summative evaluation system that is used to make
.personnel decisions. In a growth contract institution the summutivv
.eévaluation is neither sointimidating nor so surpkising as it normally is
because the faculty member is continuously involved mn evaluation,
assessment, growth and development. The individual is aware of
strengths and weaknesses and has been striving constantly to improve.
At least one institution which uses the grow th contract apptoach sees
it «s providing a means of combining both summative and - mative
-evaluation procedures. Smith (1976) proposes that the grow '.l?fv;ontrpct
should be used in this way. Smith and others inv&ived uv, faculty
development activities .believe it is important that summative and
formative procedures not be separated. It was found in the case study
interviews, however, that the-stress factor involved in summative
. evaluation is very strong and appears to interfere substantially with the
relationships that formative procedures require In addition to Smith,
cited above, further detail on the use of growth contracts is available 1n
Mather {1975) and from Gnrdon College (1977). .
Gther formative “procedures currently in use appear to be quite
informal 1h nature, sometimes no more than appointing a senior faculty
member within a department to serve as a counselor to your ger faculty.
When this is the case there usually is an attempt to se ~rate this
practice from the-summative evaluation process. Success seems Lo
depend greatly on the wilhingness of individual faculty to make use of

the available resource.
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k ection 2 described a framework that might be usea for andyzing
) or developing a systematic faculty cvaluation program. Although
. _ faculty evaluation programs are best when tailored td smit the indwidual
institution, it is the thesis of ths report that there are common basic
N componénts which all cvaluatn_onz _programs should contain to be .
- workable. The framework hich contains four componenfs—
. 1) purposes, 2) evaluation dreas, 3) evaluation elements, 4) procedures—-
- can beAsed by =ny type institution iu analyze its evaluation goalseand
T design a ‘comprenensive approach that best fits s own circumstances,
. style and traditions.
L We have proposed that the most logical approach to be used m
- ———— designing —a— faculty evaluation program 1 to develop the four -
components.n the sequential order m which they have been presented.
While this order may not be essential in all cases, we are certain that the
first step should be a clear and straightforward statement of purpose
and expected outcomes. This first step greatly mfluences development
of the remammg components and the ultimate test of a successful
faculty evaluation program s whether the program achieves )1s
purposes. The best planned facuity evalugtion-systemr s a failure if the
plan’s objectives are-not achioved.”
i Addition to helpmg adenniy the essenuai componenis  and
"ﬁ charactenstics of current faculty evaluation practices, our investifations
also yielded insights mto various conditions and stratefnies w hich seem
’; to have an impact on the success of an evaluation program. -
1. The institution might choose to organize the evaluation program
around a central idea or specific program emphasis.

An analysis of the case stadies led to the denttheation of several
possible emphases which a program might choose as ats organizing
focus. One such emphisis. suceessful i a number of major doctoral
level mstitutions and potentially suceessful v other settings as well, 1
to develop complete procedures first of ol The concern for due process
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and fan' pxocedure in these institutions seems to .be greater than
concern for particulax detail in criteria, ¢ tandards and evidence.

Another set of institutions has chosen tu focus on a quantitative-
mathematical approach, requmng quantlflcatlon of key ‘ﬁrogra
components. This approach is recommended in some of the life¥
‘and is -practiced in a number of non-doctoral instituti
evaluation emphasizes the quantlflcatlon of criteria, standards, dnd

. evidence, and deer..phasizes the importance of elaborate procedures.

Elaborate procedures are thought to be unnecessary because judgments

s are made by following a mathematical formula. This approach is said to

offer the advantagc of precise communicaiion of expectatlons for

rewards. It may be the best approach for institutions whére a high
degree of ob)ectmty and. specnﬁmtw valued.

Placing primary emphasis on student learning outcomes is an
approach bemg considered by a few bachelor’s level and two-year
colleges in the xegion. This approach can most likely be used by
institutions using instructional methodologies which call fo;/c_lggr, -
measurement of what students have learned. Such measurement appears
to be most possible when there is individualized irtstruction, a systems
approach to instruction, a r':o/mpﬁ‘aency”-ba.sed curriculum, performance-
based nstruction, and the like. Using these measures for faculty
evalnation may not be possible i more traditional institutions where

-—®Xpected student learning outcomes are not precisely stated or
.examined. ' -

A number of stitttions emphasize MBO and use it as an organizing
rationale in developing therr faculty evaiuation programs. In this
approach, written behavioral oojectives are developed for both criteria
and standards in the evaluation frainework.

LY T TV
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+ 2. Components and elements of a program should be designed to fit
the individual institutional context.

Institutions thinking of mtiating new programs sometimes try to
. gather all existing maternials on stmilar institutional programs in order to
adopt those that have been successful elsewhere. The case studies
suggest, however, that while it is helpful to know how various practices
work in other places, success appeats most likely when each institution
develops program components for itself. Numerous evaluation forms
that probably work very well in some circumstances are available for
1. purchase on today's market. But it may be best not to start with the
- assumption that they will work in all circumstances. The very process
of desining activities may be helpful in generating understanding and
support among the various institutional constituencies.
3. Program components and practices should be kept open and well
communicated throughout the institution.

prrvaC i
-

One of the reasons some faculty evaluaticn programs fail is the
attempt to maintam a degree of secrecy about certam program
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components or elements. Keeping secret the names of faculty members |
who serve on evaluation cominittees, for example, seems to buld |
distrust among faculty., One procedure might be o have a faculty body |
choose the members of these committees and to publicize the names of ‘
those chosen. It also seems best for the detug: oi the evaluation |

components and elements to be openly and dem cratically arrnved at, i .
adopted, and publicized throughout the institunon. / '
4. Willingness to be incremental and flexible in_developing the program -
and its components is important.

In developing _new—programs, institutions sometimes wat uti
com entsTand elements are totaily and completely developed before
Be/glrrlll:ag any implementation. This practice can result i a long an:l
tedious process, with implementation sometimes never taking place
because all components and elemnents of a faculty evaluation program
may never be perfectly developed to everyone's sausfaction. The best
strategy tofollow, therefore, may be to start the program mcrementally
and maintain a flexible stance togard its further developnient anel
modification. .

5, It is important that top administrative support and commitment be
assured. —

The administration shouald be committed not only to having an
evaluation program, but also to doing what 1s necessary to make it

work. There should be a wilhngness on the part of the admimnistraticn to :
expend a large amount of effort, wve the faculty a significant voice n

program development and operation and provide resources for the ‘
necessary evaluation components, ¢ e s

v

6.'The faculty needs to be intimately involved in program design and
to play a significant role in program operation®

‘There is no doubt that faculty evaluation programs and practices can -
be dictated from the top. but the case studies show clearly that such
dictation does not produce workable programs that achieve the
purposes set for them. JImsttnuons operating systematic  faculty
evaluation programs have found that faculty are capable of filling o ’
responsible role in evatuation. Moreover, facuity are more hkely to
aceept an evaluation program and its results 1f they are sgnificantly
involved in the process,

|

%

7. Orientation or training for those to be involved in program
operations will increase. the likelihood of a good beginning. !

Serious evaluation roles are new  responsibihties  for  many
administrators and faculty. Because so many are unprepared for these
new roles, it may be desirable to mclude role descriptions as part of the -
program plan and to develop and conduet trammg sessions, once the
proper roles have been determimed and before the program itself s
implemented.
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